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MISCELLANEOUS VETERANS’ BILLS 


MONDAY, MAY 21, 1960 


U.S. SENATE, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS OF THE 
ComMMITTEE ON Lapor AND Pustic WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C. 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
4932, Senate Office Building, Senator Ralph W. Yarborough (chair- 
nan of the subeommittee) presiding. 

Present : Senators Yarborough (presiding) and Goldwater. 

Committee staff members present: Stewart E. McClure, chief clerk; 
Frederick R. Blackwell, counsel to the Subcommittee on Veterans’ 
Affairs, and Raymond D. Hurley, associate minority counsel. 

Senator YarsorouGH. The Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs will 
come to order. 

The hearing is being held this morning to receive testimony on 
three bills. The first of these is S. 2201, introduced by Senators Bart- 
lett and Gruening, proposing to amend the definition of the term 
“Veterans’ Administration Facilities” as contained in section 501(4) 
(C) of title 38, United States Code, so as to permit veterans of any 
war to use private contract facilities if no Veterans’ Administration 
hospital is located within a State or within 500 miles of its border. 
Since there are no Veterans’ Administration hospitals in either of the 
two newest States of Alaska or Hawaii, it seems to me that that is a 
very badly needed measure. 

The next bill is S. 2235, introduced by Senator Hubert Humphrey, 
to provide certain readjustment benefits to persons who graduated 
from the Air Force Reserve Officers Training Corps in 1954 and served 
mactive duty for training in the Air National Guard before February 
1, 1955. 

The third bill is S. 299, a private bill for the relief of Dalworth C. 
Ebner. Mr. Ebner is seeking to receive vocational rehabilitation for 
a period for which he would have been eligible to receive training if 
the Veterans’ Administration had not terminated his training. 

(The bills and departmental reports referred to follow :) 


{S. 299, 86th Cong., Ist sess.] 
A BILL For the relief of Dalworth C. Ebner 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
o} America in Congress assembled, That (a) notwithstanding the provisions of 
hart VII of Veterans Regulation Numbered 1(a) or any regulation promulgated 
thereunder, Dalworth C. Ebner of Austin, Texas, shall be eligible to receive 
taining pursuant to the provisions of such part for any period equal to the 
riod for which he would have been eligible to receive training thereunder if 
the Veterans’ Administration had not terminated his training under such part 
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in March 1954 because of unauthorized adjustments made by him in his training 
program, the said Dalworth C. Ebner not having been informed that such adjust. 
ments would result in the termination of his training eligibility under such part, 

(b) Any such period of training to which the said Dalworth C. Ebner is made 
eligible by virtue of the enactment of this Act shall remain available to him for 
the same period it would have been available if his training eligibility under 
such part had not been terminated, except that such period shall not commence 
to run until the said Dalworth C. Ebner resumes his training under such part; 
but no training under the provisions of part VII of Veterans Regulation Num- 
bered 1(a) shall be afforded him as a result of the enactment of this Act unless 
such training is instituted within one year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., June 26, 1959, 
Hon. Lister HIt1, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your request of February 7, 1959, 
for the Bureau's views on S. 299, for the relief of Dalworth C. Ebner. 

The Veterans’ Administration is opposed to this bill for reasons set forth in 
its report to the committee. The Bureau of the Budget concurs in the adverse 
position of the Veterans’ Administration and therefore recommends against 
enactment of this relief proposal. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILurp S. HUGHEs, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., April 22, 1959. 
Hon. Lister HILL, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR HiLv_: Further reference is made to your request for a report 
on S. 299, S6th Congress. 

The purpose of the bill is to render Dalworth C. Ebner eligible for additional 
vocational training from the Veterans’ Administration to which he is not entitled 
under existing law. 

S. 299 is identical with S. 4106, 85th Congress, on which a Veterans’ Adminis 
tration report was made to your committee on July 30, 195S, where the bill was 
pending at the close of that Congress. 

Part VII, Veterans Regulation No. 1(a), referred to in the bill, was repealed, 
and comparable provisions are now contained in chapter 31, title 38, United 
States Code, enacted September 2, 1958. This report assumes S. 299 is intended to 
refer to appropriate provisions of existing law to accomplish the stated purpose. 

Dalworth Carol Ebner (C—10107702) served honorably in the Armed Forces 
of the United States during World War II. While in service, he was hospitalized 
on one occasion for a condition diagnosed as lymphadenitis, cause unknown, and 
during another period when the final diagnosis was neurasthenia, cause ul 
known. 

Since his discharge from service in 1945, Mr. Ebner has been examined and 
hospitalized by us on numerous occasions. The final summary of his most recent 
period of hospitalization of record, which ended in January 1957, shows no physi- 
cal disease found but that he had a “paranoid personality, manifested by tend- 
ency to projection, by rigid attitudes, and by periods of marked anxiety during 
situational stresses.” 

He has drawn service-connected disability compensation benefits, in varying 
amounts, from the day following his discharge from service. He is currently 
rated as 50 percent disabled because of psychoneurosis, severe, and is being 
paid compensation of $131 per month, including $31 on behalf of his wife and 
four children. 

The records show that although Mr. Ebner contemplated taking vocational 
training for some time, he did not make himself available for that training 
until the summer of 1953. Following vocational counseling, he entered trail- 
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ining | ing at the University of Texas on July 16, 1953, to train for the objective of 
just. | wechanical engineer. 
part, | Under the vocational rehabilitation program, the Administrator of Veterans’ 
made | Affairs is charged with the responsibility of prescribing and providing such 
m for | vocational rehabilitation as will restore a service-connected disabled veteran to 
inder | employability. The veteran is expected to pursue his training on a full-time 
nence | basis, allowing nothing to interfere with his course. In cases like Mr. Ebner’s, 
part; | training had to be completed by the statutory delimiting date of July 25, 1956. 
Num- | Since the law required the Administrator to restore a veteran’s employability, 
nlegg | the Veterans’ Administration regulations provided that a veteran could not be 
f this placed in rehabilitation training unless a reasonable certainty existed that he 
ould complete the prescribed course of training prior to the applicable de- 
imiting date. In view of these provisions, it Was necessary that Mr. Ebner carry 
a full load of courses during all regular sessions and the summer sessions, 
starting in July 1953. 
A veteran undergoing training was admonished to pursue his program without 
199, waking any changes or allowing changes to be made except with the prior 
approval of his training officer. At the time Mr. Ebner entered training, he 
awknowledged receipt of a form containing the statement “No change in your 
training program is permitted without the prior approval of your training 
1959 officer.” 

; In December 1953 and January 1954, Mr. Ebner indicated that he was having 
rth in | difficulty with his schooling, that his schedule was too much for him, and 
Iverse requested that the number of courses be reduced. He was counseled to the 
rainst | fect that any such deviation from the agreed schedule could jeopardize his 

training. Nevertheless, on March 8, 1954, without the knowledge or consent 
of his training officer, Mr. Ebner dropped two of his courses. On March 11, 
14, his training officer afforded him the opportunity of resuming the dropped 
nee. courses and devoting his full time to training. Mr. Ebner declined, and the 
training officer informed him that it would be necessary to discontinue train- 
ing. This was done, effective March 20, 1954, for the reason that he failed to 
avail himself properly of the training, rendering it impossible for him to com- 
959. plete the program by the delimiting date. The statement in S. 299 (lines 1, 2, 
and 3, p. 2) to the effect that Mr. Ebner had not been informed in the matter at 
the time does not appear to be consistent with the facts. 
In May 1954, Mr. Ebner requested further training in an objective which could 
report | ecompleted prior to the delimiting date. Revaluation counseling was completed 
and the objective, junior accountant, was selected as the one most suitable. He 
itional | ‘eentered training in the Dunaway School of Accounting, Austin, Tex., on June 
ntitled | 14. 1954. On August 31, 1954, he requested a change of objective to resume his 
training at the University of Texas in a course to extend beyond the July 25, 
minis | 1956, delimiting date. His case was reviewed in the light of the act of August 
lL was | 7). 1954 (68 Stat. 755). That act extended to July 25, 1960, the date for com- 
pletion of training of any person who the Administrator determines to have 
pealed, | ‘en prevented from entering, or completing, training because of one of several 
United | tumerated conditions. The review found that none of the conditions was 
ided to | *pplicable to Mr. Ebner’s case. He was notified accordingly. On December 9, 
Arpose. 194, the veteran voluntarily withdrew from vocational training to accept full- 
Forces | ime employment with the Post Office Department. 
talized | In March 1955, he filed an appeal for further vocational training. In its 
nm, and | decision of June 27, 1955, the Board of Veterans Appeals, after reviewing the 
ise un- | facts and law, concluded that further vocational training was not warranted. 
8. 299, if enacted, would render Mr. Ebner eligible to receive additional voca- 
ed and | tional training from the Veterans’ Administration for a period of not more than 
recent | *Pproximately 28 months, provided he enters such training within 1 year after 
» physi- | “aectment. That was the maximum training period available to him in March 
vy tend- | 154. 
‘during | The records show that the Veterans’ Administration training officer and 
other officials made every effort, within the limitation prescribed by law, to assist 
varying Mr. Ebner in achieving his occupational goal and becoming rehabilitated. How- 
rrently | ‘Yer, because of the late date on which he made himself available for training 
s being} “4 his failure to cooperate with the training officer and other employees of 
ife and this agency, and to devote full time to his college course, he failed to complete 
his vocational rehabilitation. 
rational} The circumstances of this case have been carefully considered and no reason 
raining} 8 @pparent why it should be singled out for special legislative treatment to the 


1 train- 
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exclusion of other cases which must be denied where similar circumstances 
exist. To do so would be discriminatory and precedential. 
The Veterans’ Administration does not believe that private bills of this nature 
should receive favorable consideration. 
Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would 
be no objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 


Deputy Administrator 
(For and in the absence of 
(Sumner G. Whittier, Administrator). 


[S. 2201, 86th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend section 601 of title 38, United States Code, with respect to the definition 
of the term ‘Veterans’ Administration facilities” ; 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That section 601(4)(C) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out “or (iii)” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“(iii)”, and by adding immediately before the period at the end thereof the fol- 
lowing: “; or (iv) for veterans of any war in a State (not including a Territory, 
Commonwealth, or possession) if not hospital under the direct and exclusive 
jurisdiction of the Administrator is located in such State on the effective date 
of this Act, and if no such hospital is located within five hundred miles of the 
border of such State.” 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., August 17, 1959. 
Hon. LIsTer HILt, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This will acknowledge your letter of June 20, 1959, 
inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on S. 2201, a bill to amend see 
tion 601 of title 38, United States Code, with respect to the definition of the 
term “Veterans’ Administration facilities.” 

The Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs, in the report being made to your 
committee on this bill, is recommending against its enactment for the reasons 
set out therein. 

This office concurs with the views contained in the report of the Veterans’ 
Administrator and recommends that this measure not be enacted. 

Sincerely yours, 
PHILLIP S. HUGHES, 
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 


Washington, D.C., August 18, 1959. 
Hon. Lister HI, 


Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Deak SENATOR Hiri: The following comments are furnished by the Veterans’ 
Administration on S. 2201, 86th Congress : 

The bill proposes to amend the definition of the term “Veterans’ Administra- 
tion facilities” contained in 38 U.S.C. 601(4)(C) to include private contract 
facilities for veterans of any war in a State if (1) no Veterans’ Administration 
hospital is located in the State on the effective date of the act, and (2) no 
Veterans’ Administration hospital is located within 500 miles of the border of 
the State. 

This would permit the use of private contract hospitals for the care of war 
veterans with non-service-connected disabilities in the State of Alaska. With 
the advent of statehood for Hawaii before enactment of the bill, private hospitals 
there could also be used for hospitalization of veterans with non-service-col- 
nected disabilities. 
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The statutory term “Veterans’ Administration facilities” now includes private 
contract facilities to provide hospital care “for veterans of any war in a terri- 
tory, Commonwealth, or possession of the United States.” This is an exception 
to the general provision that hospital care for non-service-connected disorders 
can only be provided to the extent beds are available in VA or other Federal 
hospitals. With the admission of Alaska to statehood, the Veterans’ Administra- 
tion was deprived of its general authority to provide contract hospital care 
there for veterans suffering from non-service-connected disabilities. This will 
also be true of Hawaii. 

It has long been Government policy to provide hospital care for our war 
yeterans for conditions not related to their service only to the extent of available 
Government facilities. It has not been the policy to attempt to care for all such 
cases. To do so would require a great expansion of Veterans’ Administration 
hospital bed capacity. Consistent with the traditional policy, the President has 
recently established an Executive limitation of 125,000 beds on the overall 
authorized bed capacity of VA hospitals. 

Historically, the exception to permit hospital care in private facilities for war 
veterans with non-service-connected conditions in a territory or possession was 
based upon special considerations. These apparently included the factors of 
great distances from the mainland, difficulty in transferring patients to the 
States, and the relatively small volume of patient demands in the territories 
and possessions. The practical situation at this time does not, however, present 
as serious problems as might be assumed to exist. 

It is true that there is no VA hospital in either Alaska or Hawaii. But 
arrangements have been made in both to care for war veterans with non-service- 
connected disabilities in other Government hospitals. In Alaska we have beds 
allocated for VA beneficiaries in hospitals of the Department of Defense and 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. In Hawaii additional beds 
will be allocated for our use by the Defense Department in Tripler General 
Hospital. We anticipate that the needs in both Alaska and Hawaii can be 
satisfied to a reasonable and proper extent by the use of these Government 
facilities. 

In other States, a substantial share of the responsibility for hospitalizing 
veterans for conditions not arising from service is borne by the States them- 
selves. It seems reasonable to expect that this should also be true of these two 
new States. Use of private contract facilities in Alaska and Hawaii, as States, 
for providing hospital care to veterans with conditions not growing out of their 
service might well become a precedent for authorizing the use of contract facili- 
ties in other States. 

During fiscal year 1958, inpatient care for an average daily veteran patient 
load of 38 was provided in the territory of Alaska. The major portion of this 
care was furnished through allocated beds in two Air Force base hospitals. 
As stated, arrangements have been made for using additional beds in hospitals 
under the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to offset the loss of 
authority to handle non-service-connected cases through private contract 
hospitals. 

It may be of interest that, in addition to those who were being cared for in 
Alaska, an estimated average daily patient load of 85 veteran residents of 
Alaska were hospitalized in fiscal year 1958 at various places in the 48 States 
as VA beneficiaries. These were mostly long-term tuberculous and psychotic 
cases. 

The number of service-connected veteran patients hospitalized in Alaska 
ranged from one to four during fiscal year 1958. Veteran applicants needing 
care for service-connected conditions in both Alaska and Hawaii will, of course, 
continue to receive that care in private contract hospitals wherever necessary. 
The basic law applicable throughout the United States permits this, when the 
use of Federal facilities is not feasible, so that our primary responsibility to 
the veteran with service-connected disability will be fully met. 

The situation in Hawaii is similar to that in Alaska. It is planned for the 
Department of Defense to provide some 155 beds for use during fiscal year 1960, 
as compared to 100 beds which were allocated to VA in Tripler General Hospital 
for fiscal 1959. Some veterans suffering from long-term non-service-connected 
ee disabilities will become a responsibility of the new State of 

awaii. 

We think it quite probable that the bed arrangements which are already being 
made will meet the reasonable obligations of the Government in both Alaska 
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and Hawaii for the hospital treatment and care of veterans with non-service. 7 
connected disorders. Under these circumstances. I believe it would be unwise mass 
to enact this proposed legislation. 
Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 
Sincerely yours, 
SUMNER G. WHITTIER, Administrator, 


[S. 2235, S6th Cong., Ist sess.] 
: on : : ; : : ; Hon. 
A BILL To provide benefits established by the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of | Chair 
1952 to persons who graduated from Air Force Reserve Officers’ Training Corps training au 


in 1954 and served on active duty for training in the Air National Guard before February US.4 
1, 1955 F DE 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States | TSP 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) section 1601(a) of title 38 of the Th 
United States Code is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new | “2 - 
paragraph: as Ai 

“(10) The term ‘active duty’ includes service performed on active duty for | PY 
training under section 99 of the National Defense Act of June 3, 1916, which | of th 
began after June 30, 1954, and before February 1, 1955, by any individual who }| #4 Per 
completed the course of training in the Air Force Resreve Officers’ Training | “! th 
Corps during 1954, and accepted a commission with the District of Columbia Air 
National Guard.” 

(b) The first sentence of section 1612(a) of title 38 of the United States | from 
Code is amended by inserting immediately before the period at the end thereof | Ss! 
a comma and the following: “except that in the case of an eligible veteran of tl 
referred to in paragraph (10) of section 1601, he shall be entitled to initiate J #0! 
his program of education or training within three years after whichever last of tl 
occurs, January 1, 1959, or the date of his discharge or release from active | OW" 
duty.” ing t 

(c) Section 1801(a) of title 38 of the United States Code is amended by adding Air 
at the end thereof the following new paragraph : Jann 

“(3) The term ‘active duty’ includes service performed on active duty for Eb 
training under section 99 of the National Defense Act of June 3, 1916, which | ®Y. 
began after June 30, 1954, and before February 1, 1955, by any individual who IS CO 
completed the course of training in the Air Force Reserve Officers’ Training | 
Corps during 1954, and accepted a commission with the District of Columbia ] 7! 
Air National Guard.” as py 

(d) Section 2101 of title 38 of the United States Code is amended by insert- }| “™I 
ing at the end thereof the following new subsection : care 

“(d) For the purposes of this title, the term ‘active duty’ includes service The 
performed on active duty for training under section 99 of the National Defense bene 
Act of June 3, 1916, which began after June 30, 1954, and before February Dn 
1, 1955, by any individual who completed the course of training in the Air Force woul 
Reserve Officers’ Training Corps during 1954, and accepted a commission with favo 
the District of Columbia Air National Guard.” es 

( 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., February 25, 1960. 

Hon. LIsTerR HILL, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, duty 
U.S. Senate, On 
New Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. duty 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in reply to your letter of June 25, 1959, | ®U 
requesting the views of this office with respect to S. 2235, to provide benefits actu 
established by the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to persons who this 
graduated from Air Force Reserve Officers’ Training Corps training in 19% Por 
and served on active duty for training in the Air National Guard before Feb- si 
ruary 1, 1955. and 

The Department of Defense, in the report it is making to your committee on act 
this bill, is recommending against its enactment for the reasons set out thereiD. Dep 
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This Office concurs with the views contained in this report and recommends 
that this measure not be enacted. 
Sincerely yours, 


T'Vice- 
nwise 


ld b PHILLIP S. HUGHES, 
, Assistant Director for Legislative Reference. 


tor. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS’ AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., March 4, 1960. 
Hon. LisTeR HILL, 
— | Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
bruary US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR HILL: We are pleased to furnish the following comments in 
States | response to your request for a report on S. 2255, 86th Congress, 
of the This bill proposes to extend eligibility for additional veterans’ benefits to cer- 
g new tain Air Force ROTC graduates who performed a lengthy tour of training duty 
as Air National Guard officers. It would amend title 38, United States Code, 
ty for | to prescribe that if their period of active duty for training began before the end 
which of the Korean conflict (January 31, 1955) it would be considered to have been 
l who | a period of “active duty” for the purposes of the principal readjustinent benefits 
nining | of the Korean GI bill—education and training; home, farm, and business loan 
ia Air | assistance; and mustering-out payments. 
As we understand it, the situation toward which this bill is directed arose 
States | from the inability of the Department of the Air Force to offer Reserve com- 
hereof | Wissions and immediate active duty assignments to all of the 1954 graduates 
steran | of the Air Force ROTC program. Instead, they were offered their choice 
litiate | among several alternate methods of discharging their military obligation. One 
r last | of those alternatives was an immediate Air National Guard commission fol- 
active | lowed by a period of active duty for training not to exceed 36 months. Accord- 
ing to information obtained from the Air Force, 1,513 individuals selected the 
ding | Air National Guard option and were actually ordered to training duty by 
January 31,1955. This is the group which would be affected by S. 2235. 
ty for Eligibility for the benefits we administer is generally based upon active mili- 
which | tary, naval, or air service. Active duty for training by National Guardsmen 
l who | is considered to be active military, naval, or air service where a disability is 
aining | incurred in such service. Hence, these National Guardsmen, like others on 
umbia | taining duty, are eligible for the same benefits for service-connected disabilities 
as persons disabled during the Korean conflict on active duty. These inelude 
msert- | Compensation at the higher war rates, hospitalization and outpatient medical 
care for a service-connected disability, and vocational rehabilitation, if needed. 
service | The principal benefits which are not available to them are the readjustment 
efense | benefits which would be afforded by this bill. 
yruary During the past two Congresses, several bills have been introduced which 
Force | Would extend readjustment benefits to the affected group, but have not received 
2 with | favorable consideration. However, the bill (now Public Law 85-857) codifying 
veterans’ laws, as passed by the House of Representatives, contained language 
Which would have extended education and training and loan benefits to these 
M4 Air Force ROTC graduates. These provisions were deleted on the Senate 
side. 

The question presented by this bill is peculiarly one of military status. The 
legal effect of the bill would be to presume that an extended period of training 
duty under these special circumstances was “active duty” for the purposes of 
readjustment benefits now available only to those who were in a true “active 
duty” status during the Korean conflict. 

Our information on the matter lends support to the view that the training 
duty performed by this group was similar in many respects to the extended 

_ 1959, | active service performed during the same period by many others who were 
enefits | @tually commissioned in the Air Force Reserve. It is our understanding that 
ns who | “is problem has been extensively considered by the Department of the Air 
n 1954 | Force. 
e Feb- Since the basic question depends so much upon the exact factual situation 
and the distinction from a military standpoint between training duty and full 
ttee on | 2ttive duty, we believe the committee will desire to look primarily to the 
herein. Department of Defense for recommendation on the merits of this proposal. 
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We do suggest one additional factor which may bear on consideration of the 
bill. Readjustment assistance is intended for use during a temporary period 
after leaving military service. This is evidenced by the requirement under 
the Korean GI bill that an educational program must be commenced within 
3 years after separation from service. We understand that in most instances 
the 3-year tour of training duty for this National Guard group was reduced 
to 2 years. Hence, with few exceptions, these officers were apparently re 
leased from duty more than 2 years ago. This would suggest that the need 
for readjustment benefits, particularly education or training assistance, does 
not exist in any large number of cases at the present time. 

It is estimated that the total additional cost of direct benefits for education 
and training under this bill would approximate $500,000. In a peak year, the cost 
probably would not exceed $180,000. Administrative costs would add approxi- 
mately 4 percent to the amounts for benefits. We note that this cost estimate is 
appreciably lower than that submitted on a similar bill, S. 8005, 85th Congress, ip 
our report of April 18, 1958. This is due to our assumption that during the 2-year 
period or longer that these veterans have been out of service many of them will 
have completed their readjustment to civil life. 

It is estimated that the administrative cost for loan guarantee benefits would 
approximate $20,000 during the remaining years of the loan guarantee program. 
We make no attempt to estimate the costs of mustering-out pay under subsection 
(d) of the bill, that being a matter for the Department of Defense. 

I am submitting the foregoing analysis with the hope that it will help the com- 
mittee in appraising this bill. I am not prepared to object to the bill’s enactment 
but, as indicated, I feel that the committee should look primarily to the Depart- 
ment of Defense for recommendation. Under the circumstances, I refrain from 
making a definite recommendation on the merits of this proposal. 

Advice has been received from the Bureau of the Budget that there would be 
no objection to the submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
RosBeErRT J. LAMPHERE, 
Associate Deputy Administrator 
(For and in the absence of Sumner G. Whittier, Administrator). 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE, 
Washington, March 8, 1960. 
Hon. Lister HILt, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your request for the views of the 
Department of Defense with respect to S. 2235, 86th Congress, a bill to provide 
benefits established by the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to per- 
sons who graduated from Air Force Reserve Officers’ Training Corps training in 
1954 and served on active duty for training in the Air National Guard before Feb- 
ruary 1, 1955. The Secretary of Defense has delegated to this Department the 
responsibility for expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

S. 2235 is similar to H.R. 2578, H.R. 4483, and S. 3005, all of the 85th Congress. 
Its purpose is to extend to those Air Force Reserve Officers’ Training Corps 
cadets who graduated from colleges in 1954, were appointed in the Air National 
Guard of the District of Columbia, and were ordered to duty under section % 
of the National Defense Act, as amended, in 1954 and 1955, the same benefits ut- 
der the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 as were provided for 
personnel who were on extended active duty in the Armed Forces between June 
27, 1950, and February 1, 1955. The Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 
1952 (the Korean GI bill of rights) provided benefits to certain individuals who 
were on active duty in the Armed Forces during the period of Korean hostilities— 
June 27, 1950, to February 1, 1955. Among the benefits provided are educational 
and vocational assistance, mustering-out payments and guaranteed home loans. 

In 1954, due to numerical limitations on the number of officers who could & 
utilized in the active service, it was necessary that the Air Force discontinue the 
practice which it had formerly followed of calling to active duty all graduates of 
the Air Force ROTC program. As a result, only a limited number of the 194 
Air Force ROTC class who did not apply or qualify for flying training could & 
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an commissioned and called to active duty. The remaining graduates were given 
under ertificates of completion and were afforded the following options : a! 
vithin} (4) Acceptance of Reserve commissions and appointment in the District 
tances | of Columbia Air National Guard for 3 years duty under section 99 of the National 
duced | Defense Act, as amended, as Air National Guard officers attached to Air Force 
y nits. 
<> (b) Enlistment in the U.S. Air Force as airmen, third class, for a special 
. does | Zyear enlistment with subsequent commissioning in the Air Force Reserve after 
completion of active duty. 
cation} (¢) Remain in civilian status and await Selective Service action along with 
1e cost | other college graduates. ; 
proxi} Those ROTC graduates who accepted enlistment in the Air Force and those 
1ate ig} "ho were inducted into the military service under the Universal Military Train- 
ess, in| ing and Service Act before February 1, 1955, having been subjected to all of the 
2-year} incidents of full active service, are eligible for benefits under the Veterans 
m will Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952. However, the approximately 3,500 gradu- 
ates of the class of 1954 who accepted the option of a tour of duty under sec- 
would| tion 99 of the National Defense Act, as amended, in an Air National Guard 
ogram, | status are not eligible for such benefits as they do not meet the requirement of 
section | the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act that personnel must have rendered 
“active service” during the period from June 27, 1950, to February 1, 1955, to be 
e com-| digible. The graduates who accepted the Air National Guard option were ad- 
etment | vised that their duty status under section 99 preciuded their being eligible for 
depart: f statutory veterans’ benefits available to officers called to active military service 
n from} wder other provisions of law; and, presumably, this advice was taken into 
consideration by them in deciding which option to select. A total of 1,513 gradu- 
yuld bef ates who elected the option of an appointment in the District of Columbia Air 
National Guard were actually ordered to duty under section 99 by January 31, 
195. The remainder of the approximately 3,500 were not actually ordered to 
duty under section 99 until after January 31, 1955. 
; The Department of the Air Force recognizes significant differences in the 
tor). status of officers on duty under section 99 as compared to that of officers who 
are in the “active service.” Among the significant differences are that the for- 
mer officers are exempt from oversea service, are not subject to the Uniform 
Code of Military Justice, and cannot serve as accountable officers for property 
y or funds. It is the view of the Department of the Air Force that readjust- 
1960. } ment-type benefits provided by the Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act for 
persons who served in the “active service” should not be extended to personnel 
whose only service during the qualifying period was in the status of “duty under 
section 99." 
: of the} _ It should be pointed out also that there are personnel other than the 1954 
provide ROTC graduates covered by S. 2235 who do not qualify for the benefits of the 
to per Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act. 
ning in Enactment of S. 2235 would be unfair to many other persons who also could 
sre Feb-| 2t qualify for benefits for reasons not within their control and particularly to 
ent the the classmates of these individuals who elected not to accept Air National 
Guard appointments in order to enlist and accrue veterans’ benefits. 
yngress. For the foregoing reasons the Department of the Air Force on behalf of the 
> Corps Department of Defense is opposed to enactment of S. 2235. 
Jational | , Since the benefits which would be granted by enactment of S. 2235 are admin- 
tion 9} Stered by Veterans’ Administration, the Department of Defense is unable to 
efits Ur estimate the fiscal effects of its enactment. 
ded for This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
en June ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 
> Act of The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
als who} Zission of this report. 
ilities— Sincerely yours, 
cational ; ; Lewis S. THompson, 
1e loans. Special Assistant for Manpower, Personnel, and Reserve Forces. 
oar Senator Yarsoroucn. Of course, we occasionally have a series of 
satis of bills on which we can hear the testimony on all of them at the same 
the 1994) “me. But since these bills cover different types of subject matter, we 
could te} Will take them up one at a time. 
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First we will hear testimony on S. 2201. Both of the distinguished 
Senators from Alaska are here, Senator Bob Bartlett and Senator 
Ernest Gruening. 

We will be glad to hear from you in such a manner and order as you 
gentlemen may determine. You may proceed in your own way. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST GRUENING, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
THE STATE OF ALASKA 


Senator GrueNninG. My senior colleague has very kindly yielded to 
me, as I seem to have a pressing engagement in my office. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank this subcommittee for giving me 
an opportunity to make a statement in support of this bill, S. _— 
which would authorize the Veterans Administrator to furnish ca 
which is needed by veterans in Alaska and Hawain who suffer pe 
non-service-connected disabilities. 

The need for introducing this bill came about as a result of an 
inadvertent disadvantage to veterans in the new States of Hawaii and 
Alaska occurring with the advent of statehood. 

As I am sure you are aware, there is a provision in existing legis- 
lation which authorizes the Veterans Administrator to contract. with 
private hospitals for the care of veterans with non-service-connected 
disabilities in territories and possessions of the United States and 
in the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Before Alaska and Hawaii be- 
came States this special provision of law was applicable for the benefit 
of veterans living there. 

However, with the coming of statehood this valuable benefit was 
lost, as the law does not provide for contracts for hospital care of 
veterans with non-service-connected disabilities in the States. 

The effect of the law results in an unintentional but serious dis- 
crimination against veterans living in the two new States. 

The reasons that the present state of the law is discriminatory 
against Alaskan and Hawaiian veterans and the reasons for this 
corrective legislation are the same. 

The first reason is that there are no veterans hospitals in the States 
of Alaska and Hawaii. Thus, although veterans may receive care in 
other Government faciilties, they are - dependent upon the uncertain 
availability of space in other hospitals and they are denied the special 
consideration and care which they, as veterans, may obtain at hospitals 
which are built for their use alone. In the event that, due to aa 
istrative requirements or lack of space, they cannot be cared for in 
other Government facilities in Alaska and Hawaii they must travel 
thousands of miles for admission to. Veterans’ hospitals in other States. 
As a result, they must bear cruel separations from home and families 
at a time when they need the comfort of familiar persons and sur- 
roundings the most. 

The geography of the two new States constitutes the basic reason 
for the necessity of this legislation. 

Veterans in both States are separated by great distances from vet- 
erans facilities in other States where they might receive care to which 
they are entitled. In the State of Alaska veterans are not only sepa 

rated from other States by enormous distances, but even within the 
State they may find themselves located in places which are hundreds 
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and even thousands of miles from Government facilities at which they 
might receive care. Transportation difficulties are very great in- 
deed in Alaska. Thus, the fact of eligibility for treatment in a Gov- 
ernment facility may be meaningless if help cannot be obtained in time 
of emergency. 

Where private hospital facilities are available and Government 
facilities are not, it would be tragic to deny a veteran the medical 
eare Which could be made available under terms of the bill Senator 
Bartlett and I have introduced. 

As the report of the Veterans’ Administrator on this bill points 
out, very few veterans would require the care this bill proposes, and 
so this would be a very inexpensive piece of legislation. I am in- 
formed that during 1958 only eight veterans with non-service-con- 
nected disabilities would have required assistance from private facili- 
ties with which the Veterans’ Administrator might contract. 

The same reasons for the enactment of this legislation are appli- 
cable now as were evident before statehood. The great distances of 
Alaska and Hawaii from the other States have not been changed. 
The advent of statehood does not change basic facts of geography. 
The number of patients who would need such care has not increased. 
These were the original reasons for the special provisions for the 
territories. They still apply. 

I urge speedy and favorable action on this legislation. It repre- 
sents an inexpensive opportunity for the U.S. Government to provide 
humanitarian treatment for veterans of the armed services to whom 
its responsibilities have long been recognized. 

I wish to insert in the record of this hearing a House Joint Me- 
morial 44 of the Alaska State Legislature urging enactment of 
8. 2201. 

As a conclusion to my remarks, I would like now to present for the 
record a letter from Dr. Ralph W. Carr, of Ketchikan, Alaska, sup- 
porting S. 2201 and describing a particularly tragic incident which 
illustrates the need for this legislation in Alaska, together with a 
memorial from our legislature on this subject. If it is agreeable, I 
will present these for the record. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Yes; they will be received, ordered filed, and 
made a part of the record. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


KETCHIKAN, ALASKA, April 19, 1960. 
Senator RaLPpH W. YARBOROUGH, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
US. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator YaRRoROUGH: I am writing to express approval of S. 2201 
Which would have the practical effect of restoring to Alaska and Hawaii treat- 
ment of non-service-connected disabilities of Alaska and Hawaii veterans by 
contract between the Administrator and private hospitals. 

A case history will illustrate why I feel so strongly about this. Just after 
Christmas in 1958 I was called from the office to make an emergency call to a 
third-class hotel to see a veteran who was having his first acute corona ry attack. 
He had obviously had a rough life as a transient construction worker but was 
the brother-in-law of a prominent Seattle orthopedic surgeon and brother of 
an accountant in a responsible position in the same city. It was apparent that 
he was, under a rough exterior, a superior type. I urged that he go to the 
hospital immediately by ambulance, which was only a matter of two blocks. I 
told him that he was “the last of the Mohicans” because he was probably the 
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last veteran I could admit to the local hospital for a non-service-connected 
disability before curtailment of these benefits on the establishment of statehood 
for Alaska January 4, 1959. He demurred, in a nice way, and insisted on walking 
with a fellow construction worker. However, he fell dead on the sidewalk about 
114 blocks from his hotel. His brother came to Ketchikan to investigate and 
thanked me for what I had tried to do. I also had a letter of thanks from the 
orthopedic surgeon brother-in-law in Seattle. 

The point of the story is, of course, that this veteran didn’t complete the trip 
to our own local hospital and certainly would not have been able to travel to Army 
or Public Health hospitals in Alaska or veterans’ facilities in Washington or 
Oregon. Because of cases like this in non-service-connected disabilities of 
veterans, I urge your favorable consideration of S. 2201. 

Respectfully, 



















































































Ratpnu W. 
Ketchilan 


Carr, M.D., 
Vedical Society. 





Chairman, 








Senator Yarrorovucn. Do you care to make an additional statement 
as well, Senator Gruening ’ 

Senator Gruentne. I think my statement makes clear why both my 
colleague and I think this is desirable legislation: That it is just to 
rectify conditions which exist through no fault of anyone in particular, 
and which will do justice to our veterans as it is being done in the 48 
older States. 

Senator YARBOROUGH. 
Senator Bartlett ? 
































Thank you very much. 








STATEMENT OF HON. E. L. BARTLETT, A U.S. SENATOR FROM THE 
STATE OF ALASKA 


Mr. 








Senator Barrett. Chairman and Senator Goldwater, 


first I 
should like your permission to submit for the record a copy of Alaska 
House Joint Memorial 44, urging passage of S. 2201. 

Senator Yarnorovuen. It will be received, filed, and ordered printed 
in the record. 
(The resolution referred to follows :) 


















IN THE HOUSE 






(By Mrs. Fischer and Mr. Hansen) 









House JOINT MEMORIAL No. 44 








IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 


FIRST LEGISLATURE—SECOND SESSION 





To the Honorable Sumner G. Whittier, Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs; 
the Honorable Lister Hill, chairman, Senate Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare; the Honorable Olin E. Teague, chairman, House Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs; the Honorable E. L. Bartlett and the Honorable Ernest 
Gruening, Senators from Alaska; and the Honorable Ralph J. Rivers, 
Representative from Alaska: 

Your memoralist, the Legislature of the State of Alaska in first legislature, 
second session assembled, respectfully submits that: 

Whereas bills have been introduced in both Houses of Congress (S. 2201 and 
H.R. 7910) to restore to veterans in Alaska and Hawaii necessary treatment for 
non-service-connected disabilities; and 

Whereas the intent of these bills is to make such treatment available to 
veterans in Alaska and Hawaii as it is in the other States; and 

Whereas while it is true that hospitalization is available for many veterans, 
it is not available to those who require emergency care and cannot be trans- 


ported to the location of the hospital—sometimes hundreds of miles distant and 
accessible only by air; and 
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Whereas the cost of maintaining the program provided for in the proposed bills 
would be infinitesimal, there being only a few veterans who would not be treated 
in Government installations ; and 

Whereas because there are so few veterans which the proposed bills will 
affect, and yet their needs are great, it is impossible to understand the opposi- 
tion of the Veterans’ Administration ; 

Now, therefore, your memorialist urges the passage of S. 2201 and H.R. 
7910 in order that the Nation will fulfill its obligation to veterans on the basis 
of their need and not on the basis of their accessibility to a veterans hospital. 
Passed by the House February 16, 1960. 

WARREN A. TAYLOR, 
Speaker of the House. 
Attest: 
ESTHER REED, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 
Passed by the Senate February 25, 1960. 





WILLIAM E. BELTz, 
President of the Senate. 






Attest: 
KATHERINE T. ALEXANDER, 
Secretary of the Senate. 
Certitied true, full, and correct. 








ESTHER REED, 
Chief Clerk of the House. 
Senator Barruerr. Alaska House Joint Memorial 44 has _ been 
adopted by the first legislature of the State of Alaska, S. 2201, in my 
judgment, meets three cardinal tests of public policy : the test of 
logic, the test of humanitarianism, the test of budgetary soundness. 
When Alaska and Hawaii were Territories, the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministrator had authority to make contracts with private hospitals 
for the treatment of veterans in Alaska suffering from non-service- 
connected disabilities. Congress gave the Veterans’ Administrator 
this authority for several reasons, according to the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration : 




















** * the exception to permit hospital care in private facilities for war vet- 
erans With non-service-connected conditions in a Territory or possession was 
based upon special considerations. These apparently included the factors of 
great distances from the mainland, difficulty in transferring patients to the 
States, and the relatively small volume of patient demands in the Territories 
and possessions (letter of Administrator Whittier to Senator Lister Hill, Au- 
gust 13, 1959). 

Mr. Chairman, I have mentioned the test of logic. In this con- 
nection, it is clear that the factors which caused ‘Congress to give 
the Veterans’ Administrator authority to make contracts with private 
hospitals in Alaska and Hawaii for treatment of non-service-con- 
nected disabilities are equally pertinent today. The political status 
of Alaska and Hawaii has changed, but the geographical, transporta- 
tion, and population factors are just as they were prior to statehood. 
Alaska remains 586,000 square miles in size. Air transportation pro- 
vides the sole link between some of our major cities. Air transporta- 
tion can be hazardous for veterans suffering from certain disabilities 
and may be uncertain under some weather conditions. Air t ranspor- 
tion has always tended to be rather ¢ ‘ostly. 

Statehood has not introduced to Alaska or Hawaii any Veteran’s 
Administration hospital. No such hospital is contemplated by the 
Veterans’ Administration, as far as I know. As Gov. William A. 
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Egan of Alaska observed in his letter of April 14, 1960, to Chairman 
Yarborough: 





There is no Veteran’s Administration hospital in Alaska. In comparable 
areas in the first 48 States, there is an average of 34.4 such facilities. 





























































Mr. Chairman, I have referred here to the test of logic. In view me 
of the fact that the absence of a Veterans’ Administration hospital, |] 4, 
great distances from the contiguous States, transportation difficulties ‘ 
within Alaska, and relatively small volume of patient demands were | of 
the factors which caused Congress to authorize private hospital care | oo, 
in Alaska for veterans with non-service-connected disabilities; and Tl 
since each of these factors remains pertinent today, should not Con- | 6g. 
gress restore to the Veterans’ Administrator the authority to make | oo 
contracts with Alaska private hospitals for the treatment of non- | qo 
service-connected disabilities ? 60 

The argument most frequently heard against the restoration of the | pp 
authority to make contracts with private hospitals ig that no similar |», 
authority exists in the other States. The argument implies that pas- | 4), 
sage of S. 2201 would provide benefits to Alaska and Hawaii which 
other States do not enjoy. Truthfully, Mr. Chairman, S. 2201 would | jy, 
place the care of Alaska and Hawaii patients on a basis more fairly |}, 
comparable to the care of patients in the other States, who need not | 7 
travel great distances by air far from their homes for hospitalization. | 4 

Of course, Alaska and Hawaii are the only States in which no] yp, 
Veterans’ Administration hospital facilities exist—a fact which coun- | ay 
ters the objection that S. 2201 is “special treatment” for the non- | J, 
contiguous States. In reality, S. 2201 is designed to alleviate the | 4), 
existing “special treatment” under which the 49th and 50th States | 
have no VA hospital facilities within their borders, and the geographi- }| jx 
cal, special factors which are largely beyond the control of man. fo 

Mr. Chairman, I have referred to the test of humanitarianism | 4s 
S. 2201 would avoid unnecessary hardships upon sick veterans in | 4, 
Alaska. The first aspect of these hardships is physical. And as Sena- 
tor Gruening has already told you, Dr. Ralph W. Carr, chairman of | 4. 
the Ketchikan, Alaska, Medical Society, advised the subcommittee in 
his letter of April 19, some disabilities may preclude safe transporta- 
tion of a patient by air. Dr. Carr gave the example of a veteran 
suffering from an acute coronary condition. 

The second aspect of these unnecessary hardships is economic. It | & 
may be true that. under section 605 of Public Law 85-857 a veteran Se 
with a non-service-connected disability can certify his inability to | ™ 
“defray the cost of transportation” toa hospital facility of the Federal | ,, 
Government, and receive his transportation at the expense of the Vet- | 4 
erans’ Administration. But there are many veterans who would hesi- | 8 
tate to certify such inability, or who could pay transportation costs 
to the nearest available facility, but only under severe financial hard- | 4; 
ship. For example, a veteran living at Valdez and seeking treatment ss 
at Elemndorf Air Force Base, near Anchorage, would spend in excess | ti 
of $30 in traveling to and from the Elemndorf hospital. a 

A veteran in Nome seeking hospitalization at Ladd Air Force Base | 
near Fairbanks—the closest available Department of Defense hospi- | 
tal to him—would spend over $100 in airline tickets alone. A veteran ] cs 





in Ketchikan seeking hospitalization at the closest Department of 
Defense hospital near Anchorage would be required to spend more 
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than $130 in airline tickets, round trip. If the Ketchikan veteran 
were accepted for hospitalization at the Public Health Service hos- 
vital at Mount Edgecumbe near Sitka, he would pay over $60 in air- 

Fine fares. In addition, i in each of these cases the veteran would be 
hospitalized far from his family and friends, assuming that the vet- 
eran’s condition permitted him to make the long journey to the near- 
est available Government hospital bed at all. 

This brings me to the final test, Mr. Chairman. I refer to the test 
of sound budgeting. According to my information, the cost of the 
contract care system in Alaska was in the $150,000 to $200,000 area. 
The new system involves expensive transportation costs borne in some 
cases by the United States and in some cases by the patient. The 
contract care system provides better assurance that the taxpayers’ 
dollars are spent on the costs of hospitalization rather than on the 
costs of transporting the sick. The contract care system worked well 
before statehood, and I am sure it will work well again. It will work 
much better, I suggest, than the other system now in effect. I urge 
the adoption of S. 2201. 

Mr. Chairman, I have noted that the interest in S. 2201 is very great 
in my part of the country. Some excellent discussions of the bill 
have been made available to me, which I ask be inserted in the record. 
These materials include a letter to me, dated April 21, 1960, from 
Mr. James Fennel, department of Alaska service officer, Veterans of 
Foreign Wars; a joint statement, dated April 15, 1960, by Mr. Fennel 
and the American Legion department service officer in Alaska, Mr. 
Joseph M. Briones; a resolution adopted by Ketchikan Post No. 3 of 
the American Legion and dated December 15, 1958; House Joint 
Memorial No. 44, to which I have referred; letter to me, dated Decem- 
ber 11, 1959, from Mr. James J. Brunette, director of veterans affairs 
for the State of Alaska; resolution adopted by Ragnar Myking Post 
4352, Veterans of Foreign Wars, Ketchikan, Alaska, dated December 
11, 1958. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. They will be received and filed as part of the 
record. 

(The material referred to above follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF ALASKA, 
VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS, 
Juneau, Alaska, April 21, 1960. 
Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
Senator from Alaska, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR BARTLETT: I received your letter dated April 14, 1960, and 
having just returned from an extensive field trip to northern and westward 
Alaska, I can truthfully say that the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United 
States, Departinent of Alaska, supports your Senate bill 2201 and H.R. 7910. 

In my many visits to the outlying areas I can speak with some knowledge 
as to the hardships suffered by the veterans in Alaska with non-service-connected 
disabilities. As an example, a veteran becomes in need of emergency hospitali- 
zation for non-service-connected disabilities, he has to pay his own transporta- 
tion to the nearest Government or military hospital. If he could afford this 
amount he could afford to go to a private doctor, so the end result is, the 
veteran either has to pay out of his own pocket or suffer with his disability. 
This is only one case and there are more, too numreous to mention. 

If this office can be of assistance to your legislation, please do not hesitate to 
call on me. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES FENNEL, Service Officer. 


16 MISCELLANEOUS VETERANS BILLS 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas upon the advent of statehood, veterans with non-service-connected 
disabilities will no longer be entitled to hospital treatment in contract hospitals 
Within Alaska ; and 

Whereas the becoming a State will not in any way affect the location of Alaska 
in relation to the continental United States nor change the mode or cost of 
travel between Alaska and the other States ; and 

Whereas it is costly and in most cases not feasible to transport veterans to 
points where Veterans’ Administration hospitals are located ; and 

Whereas in most cases the condition of the veteran is such as to require 
emergency hospital treatment and it would endanger the life of the veteran 
to be transported over long distances, and in most cases regular carriers would 
not accept the patient for travel in such a condition ; and 

Whereas veterans with non-service-connected disabilities who are financially 
unable to pay the costs of hospital treatment will therefore be deprived of this 
benefit : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Ragnar Myking Post 4352, Veterans of Foreign Wars of the 
United States stands opposed to the loss of this benefit to veterans residing in 
Alaska by reason of obtaining statehood ; and be it further 

Resolved, That every effort be made to restore this benefit through legislation 
whereby the Veterans’ Administration will again be authorized to pay for the 
hospital treatment of non-service-connected cases in contract hospitals within 
the State of Alaska. 

Approved this 11th day of December 1958. 

TED NANDER WEYST, 
Post Commander, 

ARTHUR W. FELTH, 

Quartermaster-Adjutant, 


Ragnar Muking Post 4352 


3 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, Ketchinxan, Alaska. 


THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
DEPARTMENT OF ALASKA, 
Juneau, Alaska, April 15, 1960. 
Subject : Hospitalization of non-service-connected veterans in the State of Alaska. 
Reference: S. 2201 and H.R. 7910. 
To: All concerned. 

GENTLEMEN: The American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign Wars, veterans 
in Alaska and the State legislature have strongly demonstrated and pointed out 
the need for treatment of non-service-connected veterans in the State of Alaska 
to conform with the treatment that these veterans receive in our sister States. 
Since Alaska is our largest State in the Union with 586,000 square miles, and 
with no Veterans’ Administration hospital to serve its veterans, we had always 
relied on section 601(4)(C) of title 38, United States Code. Under the provi- 
sions of the above-mentioned section, the Veterans’ Administration regional 
office in Alaska was able and empowered to contract for medical services for the 
treatment of non-service-connected veterans in areas where local hospitals and 
clinics are available. Under the present system, as adopted after becoming a 
State, the Alaska veterans can use the following facilities: Elmendorf Air Force 
Hospital, Anchorage, Alaska, and Ladd Field Hospital, Fairbanks, Alaska, and 
Kodiak Naval Hospital. The latter offers 2 beds while Ladd 5 and Elmendorf 
25 beds. For the rest of the State we have available 10 beds in U.S. Public 
Service hospitals, provided the beds are not being used and does not interfere 
with their operation in treating their own patients. Of all of the Public Health 
Service hospitals which might be available to veterans, only Anchorage and 
Mount Edgecumbe offer adequate facilities. The rest of the facilities are under- 
manned and in some occasions supervised by a registered nurse. 

We feel that under the present law, veterans in Alaska are being burdened 
with additional expenses for non-service-connected hospitalization and treatment 
that they cannot afford. In many instances the American Legion posts and 
auxiliary units come to the aid of these veterans by paying their hospital bills 
and help with providing aid to the veteran’s family. In other cases Legion mem- 
bers or sympathetic friends furnish their personal moneys. We often approach 
the local welfare and State agencies to come to the assistance of this veteran, 
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either by contributing to his hospitalization expense or to feed and help his 
family meet the daily expenses in maintaining the household. 
The cost of living in Alaska is high and we would like to point out specifically 


the cost of hospitalization. 


We would like to point out some figures obtained 


from the VA pertaining to contract hospitalization in Alaska. 
“A. Hospitals now under contract with VA for service-connected cases: 


Name and location 


“Cordova Community Hospital, Cordova 
Faith Hospital Glennallen 
Ketchikan General Hospital, Ketchikan 


Maynard MacDougal Memorial, N 
Providence Hospital, Anchorage 
Anns Hospital, Juneau, Alaska 
Josephs Hospital, Fairbanks___.._-_-------- 
Sitka Community Hospital, Sitka 


vome, Alaska___ 


Valley Presbyterian Hospital, Palmer, Alaska___ 
Wesleyan Hospital, Seward (TB 

Bishop Rowe Hospital, Wrangell_ 

Griffin Memorial, Kodiak____-_ 


$42.77 first 15 days ; $22 


Per diem rate 
2 there- 
after. 
$39.47. 
$22.02 through July 1959. 
$22.50 no contract. 
$40. 
$39.78 
$28.48. 
$35.24. 
$32.81 first 15 days 
thereafter, 
$42.17. 
$16. 94. 
$32. S85. 


$21 be 


$29.81 


Seward General Hospital, Seward__-_ $41.55 first 15 days ; $22 there 
after. 


Petersburg General Hospital, Petersburg $25.55.” 


The VA report further adds: 

“B. We estimate as of March 31, 1960 nine non-serviceconnected veterans 
hospitalized in non-Federal facilities for general medical and surgery condi- 
tions at no expense to the VA. 


“C. We estimate as of March 31, 1960 two non-service-connected veterans hos- 


pitalized in non-Federal facilities for TB conditions at no expense to the VA. 
TB veterans who are residents of Alaska are transferred to VA hospitals 


in Continental United States. To date in fiscal year 1960 three veterans have 
been transferred to Veterans’ Administration Hospital, Walla Walla, Wash. 

“EK. Inpatient facilities in Alaska for neuro-psychiatric patients are practically 
nonexistant except for temporary care pending transfer to another facility. 
Veterans with service-connected neuropsychiatric disabilities are hospitalized 
in contract or Federal hospitals for the neuro-psychiatric condition pending 
transfer to VA facilities in the continental United States. Veterans with non- 
service-connected neuro-psychiatrie disabilities are ineligible for any treatment 
unless they are near a Federal facility where they are temporarily cared for. 
If committed we try to get a bed for them at a VA facility, otherwise we are 
unable to assist. This fiscal year whe have transferred nine veterans to Vet- 
erans’ Administration Hospital American Lake. It should be considered that 
these veterans probably were kept in jail or in hospitals for which they made no 
payment util commitment procedures were completed. 

“F. Bed allocations at Elmendorf and Ladd Air Force Hospitals are adequate 
as they have been in the past. The additional allocation of beds at USPHS 
hospitals has not really solved any problem as evidenced by the fact that since 
the beginning of this new program only 484 bed days have been used in USPHS 
hospitals as compared with 3,350 bed days used in contract hospitals in a 
previous comparable period. 

“Five hospitals are one or two doctor hospitals with limited facilities. 
Anchorage hospital provides full service but is adjacent to Air Force hospital 
therefore of no advantage. Mount Edgecumbe Hospital has limited coverage in 
specialties most frequently used for veteran patients and transportation to this 
involves several transfers by small aircraft and boat. 

“G. Both the American Legion and the Veterans of Foreign Wars officials 
State that they now believe that Alaska veterans do not receive equal advantages 
afforded stateside veterans and this belief is concurred in by this office. Distance 
and transportation are the real sources of the unequality. Alaska does not have 
the equivalent of a city or country hospital for indigent patients. Hospit: iliza- 
tion in the 48 States is generally available in 3 hours by auto while in Alaska 
hospitals are generally only available by air travel varying from once a day to 
twice a week.” 
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In the recent legislature of the State of Alaska (first legislature, second sess.) 
House Joint Memorial No. 44 was introduced and passed. This memorial strongly 
“urges the passage of S. 2201 and H.R. 7910 in order that the Nation will fulfill 
its obligation to veterans on the basis of need and not on the basis of their ac- 
cessibility to a veterans hospital.” 

We would like to point out that on September 8, 1959, Robert J. Lamphene, 
associate deputy administrator wrote a letter to Hon. Olin E. Teague, chairman, 
Committee on Veterans Affairs, relating the comments by the VA on H.R. 7910, 
86th Congress. In part he wrote: “It is true that there is no VA hospital in 
either Alaska or Hawaii. But arrangements have been made in both to care 
for war veterans with non-service-connected disabilities in other Government 
hospitals. In Alaska we have beds allocated for VA beneficiaries in hospitals 
of the Department of Defense and the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. We anticipate that the needs in both Alaska and Hawaii can be 
satisfied to a reasonable and proper extent by the use of these Government fa- 
cilities.” You may note on item G of VARO Juneau, Alaska, report cited above 
eontradicts the “anticipation” of Mr. Lamphene. In the final paragraph of his 
letter to Mr. Teague, Mr. Lamphene possibly reveals the author of the com- 
munication: “Advice was received from the Bureau of the Budget that there 
would be no objection to the submission of a similar report to the Senate Com- 
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare on an identical bill (S. 2201).” 

As department service officers for the American Legion and the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars in the State of Alaska we serve 44 posts and 38 units of the 
women’s auxiliary of both organizations. We also counsel and speak before 
veterans and their dependents, twice a year while visiting these areas. We 
feel, after speaking to many veterans throughout the State of Alaska (one-fifth 
size the area of the United States) that there is a definite need to enact this 
proposed legislation (S. 2201). 

Respectfully submitted. 

JOSEPH M. BRIONES, 
Department Service Officer, the American Legion, 
JAMES FENNEL, 
Department Service Officer, Veterans of Foreign Wars. 


RESOLUTION 


Whereas upon the advent of statehood veterans with non-service-connected 
disabilities will no longer be entitled to hospital treatment in contract hospitals 
within Alaska ; and 

Whereas the becoming a State will not in anyway affect the location of Alaska 
in relation to the Continental United States nor change the mode or cost of travel 
between Alaska and the other States; and 

Whereas it is costly and in most cases not feasible to transport veterans to 
points where Veterans’ Administration hospitals are located ; and 

Whereas in most cases the condition of the veteran is such to require emergency 
hospital treatment and it would endanger the life of the veteran to be trans- 
ported over long distances, and in most cases regular carriers would not accept 
the patient for travel in such a condition : and 

Whereas veterans with non-service-connected disabilities who are financially 
unable to pay the costs of hospital treatment will therefore be deprived of this 
benefit : Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That Ketchikan Post No. 3, the American Legion, stand opposed 
to the loss of this benefit to veterans residing in Alaska by reason of obtaining 
statehood, and urge that every effort be made to restore this benefit through 
legislation whereby the Veterans’ Administration will again be authorized to 
pay for the hospital treatment of non-service-connected cases in contract hos- 
pitals within the State of Alaska. 

Approved this 15th day of December, 195s. 

Jock M. SMITH, 
Post Commander. 
ARTHUR S. TUREK, 
Adjutant, Ketchikan Post No. 8, 
The American Legion, Department of Alaska. 
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VETERANS’ AFFAIRS COMMISSION, 
TERRITORY OF ALASKA, 


Juneau, December 11, 1959. 
Hon. E. L. BARTLETT, 


U.S. Senator, 
Juneau, Alaska. 


DeAR Bos: Enclosed is a copy of a press release from your office and the 
office of Representative Ralph Rivers concerning the treatment of veterans in 
Public Health hospitals in Alaska for non-service-connected disabilities. 

Although there are hospitals in Bethel, Naknek, Kotzebue, Tanana, and Nome, 
they are generally poorly staffed and most times have only a nurse to carry out 
the functions of administrating and treating in the hospital. 

Juneau, of course, has no facilities other than a Public Health Service doctor 
at St. Ann’s Hospital and the reference to the Nome clinic might be confused 
in the veteran’s mind with an approval for out-patient treatment for non-service- 
connected disabilities. Of course no veterans are authorized out-patient treat- 
ment for non-service-connected disabilities, even in the States. 

The availability of the Mount Edgecumbe Hospital will be a great benefit to 
yeterans in Alaska but since the other Public Health hospitals are located in 
areas Where the majority of the population is native Alaskan they are of little 
benefit to our overall program, since the people in those areas are eligible for 
treatment as natives, rather than as veterans. 

Mr. Lincoln, of the Veterans’ Administration, would perhaps be better avail- 
able to comment on some of the items mentioned as I discussed them with him 
and also the veterans’ representatives when your press release was received. 

Iam sure that the misunderstanding comes from an interpretation of a letter 
written by Mr. Whittier, Veterans’ Administration, in which he expresses the 
belief that permission to use Public Health hospitals in addition to the military 
hospitals solves the problem of treatment for veterans in Alaska. 

I certainly appreciate your kind attention to the veterans problems which you 
have given for many years, and I am happy to be working with you in any way 
toimprove the situation in Alaska. 

Sincerely yours, 
JAMES J. BURNETTE, 
Acting Director. 


Senator Bartterr. Thank you, sir. 

The concludes my statement, and I am grateful to you for giving 
me the opportunity to appear. 

Senator YarsoroveH. Senator Bartlett, I want to commend both 
you and Senator Gruening for the brevity of your statements and 
the thoroughness with which they cover this particular subject mat- 
ter. I think the State of Alaska is fortunate in having both you and 
Senator Gruening as its Senators. I have noted in the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee the diligence with which you have 
presented matters pertaining to the transportation problems of Alaska, 
and noted on the floor that the Senators from Alaska are diligent in 
representing the interests and needs of that great extent of land up 
there. I want to assure you that we in Texas are not at all jealous 
of your great size, that we personally supported Alaskan state- 
hood actively, and we believe that statehood will give an opportunity 
for the American people to expand in your great Alaskan State to 
their full capabilities. 

Iam glad to have you come here and testify personally in this 
matter and give us such a brief, coherent statement, that so thoroughly 
explains the bill. 

Senator Bartrierr. Thank you; and I am confident that Senator 
Goldwater, having been in Alaska, can give personal testimony to 
the subcommittee that I do not exaggerate when I tell you that the 





















20 MISCELLANEOUS VETERANS BILLS 

































distances up there for these veterans who are required to be hospital- ( 
ized are indeed very great. 
Senator YarsorouGu. Senator Goldwater, do you have any ques- 
tions ¢ M 
Senator Gotpwater. I have no questions but I do want to comment “" 
off the record. to ve 
( Discussion off the record. ) At 
Senator Barrierr. Thank you very much. Our 
Senator Yarsoroucu. Are there any other witnesses just on this — 
particular bill / oes 
The letter that has been referred to that the committee received | the: 
from the Governor of Alaska, Governor Egan, dated April 14, will | A 
be printed in full in the record. of 
ar » . avai 
( The letter referred to follows:) ha 
STATE OF ALASKA, Ww 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, cont: 
Juneau, April 14, 1960. eon! 
Hon. RALPH W. YARBOROUGH, final 
Subcommittee on Veterans’ Affairs, x 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, the 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. for. 
DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH: I understand that your committee plans to hold wou 
hearings relating to S. 2201 on or about April 19, 1960. S. 2201, introduced by P 
Senator E. L. Bartlett for himself and Senator Ernest Gruening, is a measure the J pita 
passage of which I strongly urge. reas 
If enacted into law, S. 2201 will give to the veterans of the Armed Forces now diffic 
living in Alaska and Hawaii an opportunity for hospital care for non-service-con- beer 
nected disabilities on a basis now available to service veterans in the other States. exis 
Prior to the granting of statehood to Hawaii and Alaska, the Veterans’ Ad- I 
ministration had authority to contract with private hospitals in these areas for J vete 
the care of resident service veterans. I 
With the granting of statehood, this authority was terminated, although there that 
was no change in the physical and geographical conditions which had dictated 
the original decision to grant this authority. 
A few brief facts will suffice to point up the justice of the proposed legislation 
as far as Alaska is concerned. Iam equally sure that comparable conditions pre 
vail with regard to Hawaii: I 
There is no Veterans’ Administration hospital in Alaska. In comparable areas inte 
in the first 48 States, there are an average of 34.4 such facilities. Hav 
Air transportation, the fastest means of travel from Alaska to Veterans’ Admin- trac 
istration hospitals elsewhere in the States, is available generally throughout | yg, 
Alaska only once in any 24-hour period. This contrasts with a maximum of 5 T 
hours, travel time required from any point in the other States to a Veteran's Ad- only 
ministration facility. faci 
On the other hand, Alaska has, favorably distributed from a geographical ] ¢ , 
standpoint, 14 private hospitals whose facilities have in the past fitted admirably Lan 
into the service veterans’ medical care program. of § 
The cost of such contract care has been small, in the range, I understand, of | yo, 
$150,000 to $200,000 a year. This is a small sum indeed to provide our service vet ] the 
erans with the hospital care for which they are eligible but which they are now pita 
denied only because Alaska became a State. F 
With the earnest hope that you will favorably consider this legislation, I am, ]| gj 
Sincerely, losi 
WILLIAM A. EGAN, Governor. ope 
Senator Yarsorovcn. We have received communications from the in 
two Senators from Hawaii in favor of the bill. They are not per } 4), 
sonally present, but their statements will be received and printed in the | for 
record in full. They, too, are very much interested in this matter, for } in ; 
their State of Hawaii, and are preparing statements to set forth their f 


position fully. 
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vital- (The statements referred to follow :) 
ues STATEMENT OF SENATOR HrrAM L, Fone or Hawa 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to submit my statement to the 

ment committee on S. 2201, a measure introduced by Senator Bartlett, of Alaska. 

May I say at the outset that enactment of this bill would be of great benefit 
to veterans in the State of Hawaii. 

At the present time, there is no veterans’ hospital in the State of Hawaii. 
Our veterans do not enjoy the benefit of being able to be treated at veterans’ 

this hospitals for non-service-connected disability. 

The problem becomes more evident when the insular nature of the Hawaiian 

‘ Islands is taken into consideration. Hawaii is located over 2,000 miles from 
elved the west coast of the mainland United States. 
will A further hardship to some of our people arises from the fact that each 
of our four counties are separated by ocean. The only passenger transportation 
available is by air, which is somewhat costly. There are no railroads or high- 
ways between the several islands. 

Without the authority in the Administrator of the Veteran's Administration to 
contract with private hospitals for the care of war veterans with non-service- 

960. connected disability, Hawaii's war veterans would be put to great hardship 
financially and many of them would be denied hospital care. 

Although the enactment of this bill into law would create an exception in 
the case of Hawaii and Alaska, the exception would provide equal treatment 
for our war veterans with their counterparts in the rest of the 48 States. They 

o hold | would be able to avail themselves of medical care. 

ced by Prior to statehood, there existed good reasons for making an exception to hos- 

ire the f pital care for veterans with non-service-connected disabilities in Hawaii. These 
reasons included the great distance to the mainland United States and the 

es now | difficulty in transferring patients to the mainland. These difficulties have not 

ce-cOn- been obviated, even though Hawaii has become a State. The same reasons 

States. exist today as they did prior to statehood. 

is’ Ad- I should like to reemphasize the transportation problems that Hawaii’s war 

sas for } veterans face. It would indeed be a hardship to deny them local hospital care. 

I therefore urge every consideration by this committee of S. 2201 and hope 

h there | that it will be given favorable action. 
ictated 
slation ° 
ns pre STATEMENT OF SENATOR LONG OF HAWAII 
I fully support the enactment of S. 2201. This measure is of particular 

e are’s | interest and importance to veterans in Hawaii. Until this past year, when 

: Hawaii became a State, the Veterans’ Administration was authorized to con- 
Admit | tract with territorial and private hospitals to provide hospital care for war 
ughout | veterans with non-service-connected disabilities. 
um of 5 This provision was vital for the well-being of Hawaii's many veterans. The 
in’s Ad- only Federal hospital in Hawaii is Tripler Army Hospital. It has first-rate 
ae facilities, but is not readily accessible to the veterans who live on the islands 
aphic®l | of my State away from Oahu—the islands of Hawaii, Maui, Kauai, Molokai, 
mirably | Lanai and Niihau. Families of servicemen living on these islands feel a sense 
—* of separation from their husbands, fathers, and sons who are hospitalized in 
and, & | Honolulu which does not help their morale or that of the sick veteran. Under 
rice vel’ | the previous arrangement, the separation was prevented by having local hos- 
ire NOW | pitals care for the veterans under contract with the Veterans’ Administration. 

Furthermore, Tripler Army Hospital lacks special facilities to treat persons 

n, 1 aM, | afflicted with mental disease, to give long-term institutional care for tubercu- 
losis cases and for persons suffering from Hansen’s disease. The State does 
ornor. operate or subsidize such hospitals—the State (mental) Hospital; Leahi Hos- 
om the | Pital for TB cases, and Kalaupapa and Hale Mohalu hospitals for Hansen’s 
ot per- disease sufferers—but under the present law the Veterans’ Administration 
’ ‘annot make their services available to veterans. The State can of course pay 
1 in the for their hospitalization, but this is not the purpose of the existing authorization 
ter, for | inrespect to the treatment of sick veterans. 
‘h their Removing the former authority of the Veterans’ Administration to contract 


with non Federal hospitals has not necessarily reduced Federal costs. I note 
that the Veterans’ Administration must reimburse the Defense Department 


55227—60——_4 
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$21 per day for each veteran being treated at Tripler Army Hospital. Under 
the contract arrangements formerly authorized under section 601 of title 38 
of the U.S. Code, the cost to the Veterans’ Administration per day for each 
patient was $138.80. The attached table shows the extent to which this pro- 
Vision was used in the past fiscal year. 

I think that the publie welfare was better served under the previous arrange 
ment which permitted contracting with non Federal hospitals to treat veterans 
with non-service-connected disabilities. I hope that this bill will be enacted 
to restore this authority for the Veterans’ \dministration 










Hospital care provided for veterans in territorial and private facilities under 
Veterans’ Administration contracts (fiscal year 1959) 


I. Psychiatrie cases: 









(a) Number of veterans 1N8 
Service-connected : en re 
Nonservice-connected : Boe 113 


(>) Number of patient-days . 3, T1l 
(c) Cost tins i 7 ibis S197, 348 
Service-connected ; SOT, OLS 
Nonservice-connected 4 _-. 100, 525 


(d) Contract facilities: 
Territorial Hospital, Oahu. 
Queen's Hospital, Oahu. 
II. Tubereular cases: 
(a) Number of veterans 







steht sides 42 







Service-connected es 5 
Nonservice-connected i 7 37 
(>) Number of patient-days___—- ; bh doc 7, 57 

(c) Cost ICY: fe ee Te an Pee ere at ‘ a . $99, 065 
Service-connected_—_____ 
Nonuservice-connected 

{d) Contract facilities: 

Leshi Hospital, Oahu. 
Mehelona Hospital, Kauai. 
Central Maui Memorial Hospital, Maui. 
Kula Sanitarium, Maui. 
Puumaile Hospital, Hawaii. 

III. Hansen's disease cases: 

(a) Number of veterans_______-_ 2 o£ tae eh S 15 
Service-connected_—_ ; ‘, : 
Nonservice-connected _.___-_____ se 12 

(b) Number of patient-days_- 

(c) Cost 
















SD, 905 
SD, 150 


i ali laitenrtaranite inti sala acl a 5, 485 
S60, 636 


Service-connected___.-___.._______ sieees ae 
Nonservice-connected —__—_ eae oS Bat 18, 455 


(d) Contract facilities: 
Kalaupana Hospital, Molokai. 
Hale Mohalu Hospital, Oahu. 
IV. Medical and surgical cases: 
OP Ce i a a ree . ks 
ay ACPI a 20 
Nonservice-connected —...........-_..._- 5G 
(>) Number of. patient-days____-_-_~-~- 
(c) Cost 


















589 


6, 268 
se a $159, 022 
Service-connected 2 sity os S7, 951 

Nonservice-connected —.~ 
(d) Contract facilities: 
Wilcox Memorial Hospital, Kauai. 
Kauai Veterans Memorial Hospital, Kaua 
Central Maui Memorial Hospital, Maul. 
Hilo Memorial Hospital. Hawaii. 
Kohala County Hospital, Hawaii. 
Kona County Hospital, Hawaii. 
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Senator Gotpwater. Mr. Chairman, are we going to have testimony 
on this bill by the Veterans’ Administration ? 

Senator YArsBoroucnH. Yes. 

Do you plan to testify on all three bills for the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration, Mr. Bland? 

Mr. Buanp. Yes, sir. 

Senator YarsnoroveH. We will defer that, then, and hear the com- 
posite testimony all at one time. We will heer the special testimony 
on each bill in the order in which the bills were a _ unced. 

S. 299, a bill introduced by Senator Jolinson of Texas, for the relief 
of Dalworth C. Ebner. I believe the first witness is Mr. Harry Me- 
Pherson, representing Senator Johnson. 


STATEMENT OF HARRY McPHERSON, REPPESENTING SENATOR 
LYNDON JOHNSON, U.S. SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS 


Mr. McPurrson. Mr. Chairman and Senator Goldwater, L’am 
Harry McPherson, representing Senator Lyndon Johnson. I have a 
brief statement to make in support of S. 299 for the relief of Dalworth 
C. Ebner, of Austin, Tex. 

S. 299 provides that notwithstanding certain regulations of the 
Veterans’ Administration, Dalworth Ebner sl ul be eligible to receive 
veterans’ rehabilitation training as provided by chapter 31 of title 38 
of the United States Code. Ebner’s eligibility for this ti tag would 
be for a period equal to that for which he would have been eligible if 
the Veterans’ Administration, had not terminated this training in 
March 1954, because of unauthorized adjustments made by him in his 
program. 

“ ord ‘r to receive the benefits of S. 299, Ebner would be requir 
to mence his training within 1 year of Me nactment. 

W ale there is some dispute about certain of the racts mM eer case, 
there xppears to be no dispute about the basic fact of Miner's attempt 
to receive training under the rehabilitation program. ner was eli- 
gible for this training because of ee ted disability. He is 
now rated as 50 percent disabled becau e oF enn osts. Tie en- 
rolled in the University of Texas in midsummer 1952, in the field of 
engineering. So far as the equities of thd} matter are concerned, it is 
im port ant to note here that Ebner’s aptitude tests and discussions with 
university officials revealed excellent promise in mathematics and nat- 
ural sciences. 

[In securing assistance under the rehebilitation } TOSLAM ibnar dis- 


Tt hi Lis needs and program requirements with the veterans’ repre- 
sentative at the university and with the VA. The VA told him that 


8] 


e must attempt.to earn a degree in engineering and that on'y 3 years 
remained until the delimiting date of the program. Tt was then ealled 
the *Public Law 16” program. 

I would like to quote here from Mr. Ebner himself: 


\ statement was required of me to the effect that if, by the delimiting date I 
had not acquired the degree, I would nevertheless consider myself to be rehabili- 
tated insofar as educational benefits were concerne?, and would complete my 
education at my own expense. Under these terms of agreement, I enrolled in 
the University of Texas in midsummer of 1953. 
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Controversy developed immediately because I was bolstering my GI subsistence 
allowance by working part time— 


I might say that at this time Mr. Ebner was supporting, including 
himself, seven persons: his four children, his mother, and his wife as 
well as himself— 


but the VA relented when it was shown that I had no reserves, and was respon- 
sible for the support of seven individuals * * * 

By diligently applying myself, I managed in the first 6 months to get ahead of 
schedule; and was quite pleased by the recognition of my efforts by one VA offi- 
cial * * * 

The VA schedule had for the next semester called for a workload which could 
not be matched exactly. I could either register for one semester-hour less, or 
for two semester-hours more. Being ahead of schedule, I anticipated relief by 
the 1 hour, but such was not the case. In compliance with the VA ultimatum, 
“You are cautioned not to enroll for less (than a certain number of hours)” I 
attempted the heavier load, a minimum of 30 hours per week in the class- 
room * * * 

The load rapidly became more than I could tolerate, and I took my problem to 
the dean. 


That was Dean L. L. Click of the School of Arts and Sciences at the 
University of Texas. 


He deferred decision pending a conference with VA officials, and told me when 
to return to his office. Upon my return he advised me that the VA was adamant; 
but that he, the dean, knew that Public Law 16 required only that I meet mini- 
mum requirements of the college. It was his decision that, since I was behind 
in six courses, I should drop two and salvage four. The remaining load was 
still within minimum requirements (of the university). On March 11, 1954, I 
complied with the dean's decision. On March 12, 1954, the VA advised me that 
my training was terminated, effective immediately. 


I would like to submit, Mr. Chairman, for the record here, a tele- 


gram I received approximately a year ago from Dean Click of the 
university, now dean emeritus. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. The telegram will be received. filed, and 
printed with the record. 

(The telegram referred to follows :) 


AvstINn, TEX., August 7, 1958. 
Harry McPHERSON, 
Democratic Policy Committee, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D.C.: 


In March 1953 Mr. Dalworth C. Ebner was uniustly dropped from veterans 
training in the University of Texas because of a slight technicality with respect 
to scholastic load even though he was in good standing with the university. 


L. L. Crick, Dean Emeritus. 


Senator YarsorouGcnu. I have a question there. 

Is that date 1953 or 1954? 

Mr. McPuerson. The year in which he was dropped was 1954. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Does the telegram read 1953? 

Mr. McPuerson. No, sir; the telegram is dated 1958. 

Senator YarsorovcH. No; I mean the date you read in the body 
of the telegram. 

Mr. McPuerson. The telegram reads 1953, which is in error; yes. 

Senator YarBorouGH. It is in error? 

Mr. McPuerson. Yes. 

Senator YAarBoroucu. It referred to that problem in 1954, however! 
Is that the time the telegram really referred to? 

Mr. McPuerson. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Yarsoroven. All right. 
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Mr. McPuerson. I read further from Mr. Ebner’s statement: 


The VA contended that Public Law 16 required that I must be in a position 
at all times to show that I would have my degree by the delimiting date of 
Public Law 16. I challenged this contention as being inconsistent with the 
statement required of me at the beginning of my training, and because Public 
Law 16 specified only that the veteran attain an employment objective. 

In response to my challenge, the VA invited me to meet with two of their 
representatives on the university campus on March 21, 1954. Because I had 
previously received erroneous information in such conferences, I took a dis- 
interested party with me. 


This was Mr. Delmar W. Sears, personnel officer of the Austin 
post. office. At this time, Dalworth Ebner was working as a sub- 
stitute letter carrier in the Austin post office, part time. 


We were told in this conference that I must earn a degree: and that since 
the current semester was lost, that would be impossible. Therefore, I could 
not be granted further training. Later that same day, one of these VA repre- 
sentatives phoned me and stated that a degree was not mandatory. Since this 
was in direct opposition to what we had previously been told, I contacted the 
disinterested party. [That is, Mr. Sears.] He obtained this same informa- 
tion firsthand from the same source, and gave me his affidavit concerning this 
duplicity of information. 


In Mr. Sears’ statement, which I will also offer for the record, 
Mr. Sears states that he called the veterans’ adviser, and having 
first been informed with Ebner that Ebner would have to obtain 
a degree by the delimiting date, he was next informed that if Mr. 
Ebner could outline a proposed schedule of classes which would 
make him employable upon the completion of these classes, and get 
this schedule approved by the university professors and by the coun- 
seling division of the VA in Waco, he could continue his schooling 
under Public Law 16, despite the fact that he would not have a sufli- 
cient number of hours by July 1956, which was then the delimiting 
date of the program, to receive a degree. 


Armed with this affidavit, I again applied to the VA for reinstatement to pur- 
sue an “employment objective” less than a degree but in the engineering field, 
and showed how I would eventually earn the degree at my own expense. I 
Was led to understand that the VA was now so firmly committed against me that 
I could not hope for reenrollment at the University of Texas or at any other 
school where my objective would be in the engineering field. 

Ina desperate effort for rehabilitation, I requested training in a small account- 
ing school. The VA readily accepted the application, and in June of 1954 I was 
enrolled in this school where no degree was possible. Though the work was ob- 
noxious to me, I made conscientious efforts to fulfill my agreement. Then to 
my consternation, where I had been removed from the University of Texas by the 
VA for “unauthorized adjustments,” here the VA made adjustments at their 
whims by the simple expedient of a note saying, “Mr. Ebner, please make these 
changes in your training program.” The “program” was of dubious value at 
best. 

Soon thereafter, the Post Office eliminated part-time jobs, and I was forced by 
my responsibilities to return to full-time employment. The alternative was to 
resign from the Post Office Department. The physical exertion of carrying mail 
caused such rapid deterioration of my condition that on March 22, 1955, I ap- 
pealed to the Appeal Board for reinstatement to training at the University of 
Texas. * * *, and my appeal was denied. 


Mr. Chairman, we do not contend that the Veterans’ Administration 
has been pointedly unfair in dealing with Mr. Ebner. We do con- 
tend, however, that the history of this matter shows that the veteran 
did the best he could under the circumstances to remain in school, to 
achieve the rehabilitation goal he had set for himself with the help 
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of the VA, and that it is questionable whether it was ever made clear 
to him that the attainment of a degree, and not employment, was the 
governing criterion under which he was to maintain his workload. 

In addition, I think that the conference he had with Dean Click, 
the dean of his own college, at which he was advised to drop the 
courses, the excess workload, should play a very large part in the 
committee's decision. Dean Click told Mr. Ebner, and told me on 
the telephone, that he had advised Ebner that he understood perfectly 
what the Public Law 16 requirements were, and that they were not 
inconsistent with the university’s minimum requirements, and there- 
fore he should, if he felt it was too much of a burden, drop the courses, 

Dalworth Ebner can be rehabilitated in the real sense of that word. 
He has borne extremely heavy burdens for the past few years, some 
of them stemming from his military service. He has been quite ill, 
both physically and psychologically. He has supported seven per- 
sons, including himself, and now supports six. He is worth re- 
habilitating. There is no doubt that the Veteran’s Administration 
feels that it has walked a mile with Ebner. There is a long history 
of disputes between them. As a matter of legislative grace, and in 
order to permit this veteran to make a worthwhile contribution to 
society, which I am convinced he can and will do if he is given the 
opportunity, we urge the committee to walk the second mile. 

Senator YarBorouGH. Does that complete your statement ? 

Mr. McPuerson. That concludes the statement ; yes, sir. 

Senator YarBoroucH. Are there any questions ¢ 

Mr. McPherson, has this been before the subcommittee at a former 
session ¢ 

Mr. McPuerson. It has. It was before the subcommittee in the 
85th Congress, and it was unanimously approved by the subcommittee, 
then under the chairmanship of Senator Thurmond. 

Senator YarsoroucH. When Senator Thurmond was chairman of 
the subcommittee, it unanimously approved it ? 

Mr. McPuerson. Yes. It was in the last days of the 85th Congress, 
as I recall it. 

Senator Yarsorovcu. But it was unanimously approved while 
Senator Thurmond was chairman? 

Mr. McPuerson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Yarsoroven. Do you feel that your testimony has covered 
this so that all of the essential facts are in the record ? 

Mr. McPuerson. I believe so; yes. 

Senator Yarsorovcn. The same facts that the subcommittee had 
before it when Senator Thurmond was chairman and heard it at that 
time? 

Mr. McPuerson. Yes, sir. 

Senator YarsorouGH. I have no further questions. 

Thanks for your very concise statement. This is a complicated 
matter, and I think you have boiled it down to a very few minutes ina 
very concise way. 

T have had considerable correspondence about it and have supported 
this legislation at other sessions than this one, having heard from the 
people in Austin, Tex., who are interested in this veteran and who 
have sent me a considerable volume of mail about it. 

All right. 
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Mr. McPuerson. Thank you, sir. 

Senator YarsorouGn. The third measure set for hearing this morn- 
ing is 8, 2235, by Senator Humphrey. That is the bill to provide 
benefits established by the Veterans’ Re: adjustment Assistance Act of 
1952 to persons who graduated from the Air Force Reserve Officers’ 
Training Corps training in 1954, and served on active duty for train- 
ing in the Air National Guard before February 1, 1955. 

We have a note here from Senator Humphrey that he deeply re- 
grets his inability to be present, but he has a statement explaining the 
legislation and the necessity for it, being data about the number of 
effective graduates, together with a statement reproduced from the 
Air Force magazine of July 1954, and communications from two in- 
dividuals affected by the bill, explaining the situation they were in 
under the peculiar results of the law. 

This statement from Senator Humphrey will be received and filed, 
together with the several ee and annexes, including the Air 
Force magazine article of July 1954; the letter to Senator Humphrey 
of June 17, 1959, from Patrick O'Flaherty of St. Paul, Minn.; the 
letter to Senator Humphrey of January 21, 1959, from Robert W. 
Bieler, sent from RAF Station Wetherfield, Essex, United Kingdom. 

(The documents referred to follow :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR HuUBERT H. HUMPHREY 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to request that this subcommittee 
give sympathetic attention to my proposal, S. 2235, to correct a long-standing 
injustice to a group of Air Force Reserve officers. 

About 1,500 graduates of the Air Force ROTC class of 1954 are denied Korean 
war GI bill benefits simply because of a technicality in the law. 

In 1954 the Air Force decided that manpower ceilings prevented commissioning 
of the 4,800 Air Force ROTC graduates as second lieutenants. The Air Force 
then gave these young men the choice of a Reserve commission with appointment 
to the Air National Guard of the District of Columbia or enlistment in the Air 
Force as airmen third class or eventual action by selective service. 

About 3,500 ROTC graduates chose to accept Reserve commissions in the 
Air National Guard with the understanding that they would serve 3 years on 
active duty and 3 years with an Air Guard unit. Thus, each of these young men 
had an obligation to serve his country for 6 years. 

On January 1, 1955, the President issued an Executive order setting January 
$1, 1955, as the final date on which servicemen would be eligible for education 
and training benefits under the Korean war GI bill, the Veterans Readjustment 
Assistance Act of 1952. 

However, the 1,500 young ROTC graduates called to duty with the Air 
National Guard before February 1, 1955, were technically ordered to active duty 
for training. 

Because of this technicality—their orders reading “active duty for training” 
rather than simply “active duty”’—these young men are denied the education 
benefits of the Korean war GI bill, even though they served in active duty Air 
Force units, doing exactly the same work as regular Air Force officers. As 
Mr. Patrick F. Flaherty points out in a letter I am submitting for the record: 

“Even though we had the ‘for training’ part on our orders, for all intents 
and purposes we performed the same duties as our fellow officers—all of whom 
are entitled to GI benefits.” 

The other 2,000 ROTC graduates who accepted Air National Guard com- 
missions were called to duty after the Korean war GI bill eligibility cutoff, 
80 their eligibility is not an issue at this point. 

But I think it is obviously unfair that young men who entered the armed 
services in time to establish eligibility for benefits—before the cutoff date, Jan- 
Uary 31, 1955—and performed active duty which earned GI bill benefits for other 
Air Force officers, should lose benefits simply because of a technicality in the law. 

Equality of treatment under law is basic justice. If other young men on 
active service in the Air Force before the cutoff date were entitled to GI bill 
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benefits, why not these 1,500 Reserve officers, who also served their country ably 
and loyally? 

The Veterans’ Administration declared that the need for readjustment benefits 
does not exist in any large number of cases at the present time. 

I do not see any reason for the Government of the United States to allow 
injustice to stand simply because the injustice affects very few people. Justice 
is justice—whether it applies to 15 people or to 15,000 or to 15 million. 

And I might add that the Veterans’ Administration predicts that my proposal 
would cost only $180,000 in a peak year, and only $500,000 for all benefits 
to be made available under this bill. 

Congress has a clear obligation to correct an unfair situation. Action is long 
overdue, and certainly at this late date the cost of overdue justice is negligible, 

Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate it very much if you will include in the 
record a news item copied for me by the Air Force Association from the Air 
Force magazine of July 1954 and copies of two letters I have received from 
members of the Air Force ROTC class of 1954 which help to explain the inequity 
in the present law. 

I respectfully urge this subcommittee to take favorable action on this measure, 
Thank you. 


{From Air Force magazine, July 1954] 


For months what to do with some 4,800 Air ROTC graduates of this year had 
bedeviled the Air Force, Congress, and the students themselves. The Air Force 
manpower ceilings precluded their being called to active duty as second lien- 
tenants. Further, Air Force felt it would be unwise in any event to take them 
on in nonrated positions at a time when it is stressing pilot training to the ROTC. 
A decision was reached that would require the 4,800 to serve on active duty as 
airmen for 2 years. This was the situation a month ago. 

Now everything has changed 180 degrees. The Air National Guard surveyed 
its future requirements for nonrated officers and learned that at a future date 
it could use approximately 4,800—or the same number as there were ROTC 
graduates available. 

The Air Force Division of the Guard Bureau sent this word to USAF through 
John I. Lerom, Special Assistant for Reserve and ROTC Affairs. It was a 
tailormade solution to a knotty problem. 

ANG commissions were offered to all ROTC graduates who would accept 
them. To date, some 3,500 have. All will be commissioned in the District of 
Columbia Air National Guard, purely to simplify administrative procedures. 

These graduates will be ordered to active duty for training for 3 years. They 
will be sent to such schools as engineering, supply, administration, finance, and 
maintenance. Upon completing their schooling and qualifying for an AFSC, the 
ROTC grads will be assigned to Air Force organizations for on-the-job training. 

After 3 years—or unless sooner relieved from active duty—these lieutenants 
will be required to serve 3 years with an Air Guard unit. If the total active duty 
time is under 3 years, the time to be spent in the guard would be lengthened cor- 
respondingly. In all, it will work out that the ROTC graduates will have a ¢ 
year obligation : 3 on active duty and 3 in the guard. 

Those who did not elect to take the guard commissions will be required to 
serve the 2 years on active duty with the Air Force as airmen, third class. 


St. Paut, MINN., June 17, 1959. 
Re 1954 AFROTC eligibility for GI benefits. 
Hon. Husert H. HUMPHREY, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DeAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: The following is a summary of the above matter 
as it affects myself and other members of the class of 1954: 

When I entered AFROTC at St. Thomas College in 1950 I was told that if I 
suecessfully completed the 4-year AFROTC course I would be commissioned a 
second lieutenant and would serve on active duty for 2 years, no strings at- 
tached. I was under this assumption until the fall of 1953, the start of my 
senior year, when I was informed that because of lack of funds, I would not be 
commissioned unless I could qualify for flight training and that if I did not s0 
qualify I would be given a “certificate of completion.” These certificates entitled 
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the holders to enlist in the Air Force as an airman, third class, one rank above 
recruit, for a period of 2 years. 

At this time some of the fellows dropped out of the AFROTC program while 
others like myself stayed on with the belief that somehow our situation would be 
rectified. 

A few weeks before graduation I was informed that they had found some 
funds after all, in the National Guard of the District of Columbia. At this 
time I was given a choice: Go in the Air Force as a second lieutenant on ex- 
tended active duty for training (the “for training” part being the clause that 
made veterans’ benefits not applicable to our “lot”’) or take the certificates of 
completion and go in the Air Force as an airman, third class, but in such a 
status as would entitle the person so doing to veterans’ benefits. 

So here was the crossroads, go in as an airman, third class, in which case none 
of my training in AFROTC as a leader was to be utilized, or go in the Air Force 
as a second lieutenant, not with all the benefits, but with a chance at least to 
show leadership. A small minority went in the Air Force as airmen, third class, 
who, because of Air Force administrative policy, were subsequently commis- 
sioned as second lieutenants, and because of their initial status now enjoy all 
yeterans’ benefits. 

I, along with approximately 1,500 men in the same status, entered the Air 
Force prior to January 31, 1955, the cutoff period for the GI bill. Even though 
we had the “for training” part on our orders, for all intents and purposes we 
performed the same duties as our fellow officers—all of whom were entitled to 
GI benefits. 

I was separated from the Air Force on September 19, 1956, and proceeded to 
complete my education. I have now completed 3 years of law school and will 
finish next year. I have been lucky enough to borrow money from various 
sources—but this, of course, will have to be paid back. I now owe approximately 
$4,250. I am married and have three children. I’m not trying to cry, “wolf,” 
because I feel I have been fortunate in being able to borrow the necessary funds 
to finish my education. However, I’m certain you must appreciate how one feels 
when he believes he is entitled to something and he is not receiving it. 

Senator Humphrey, I have a complete file of all of our correspondence in this 
matter which dates back to March of 1956, and which is approximately 1 inch 
thick. If for any reason you would like same, please advise and I will forward 
it. Much of what I have said in this letter is in said file. 

Sincerely, 
Patrick F. FLAHERTY. 


RAF StTatTION, 
WETHERFIELD, Essex, UNITED KINGDOM, 
January 21, 1959. 
Hon. Husert H. HUMPHREY, 
US. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 


My Dear Senator HuMpHREY: Thank you for your kind consideration of my 
inquiry concerning “GI bill” benefits for the Air ROTC classes of 1954. I 
sincerely appreciate your efforts.on behalf of my group. 

In support of this proposal (S. 3005) I wish to respectfully submit that those 
members of our class who chose to be officers and leaders paid a heavy price in 
relation to their indifferent contemporaries. Many of us desire further educa- 
tion and personally I feel so strongly that I have submitted my resignation to 
return to graduate study without any assurance of assistance. 

Perhaps your associates in defeating this bill overlooked its full importance 
and reconsideration will be in good order. It will largely determine the qualifi- 
cations of our leaders of tomorrow, and clearly indicates to all who are conscious 
whether our Government intends to reward the ambitious and aggressive, or the 
indifferent and lazy. 

No doubt after many years the justice of this cause is certain to be recognized, 
but for those of us who wish further education the effect of indiscriminate 
procrastination is disturbing. The Finance Committee may well remember that 
We were originally forced to accept National Guard commissions as a compro- 
mise to suit the financial convenience of the Government. It is becoming a debt 
dishonored. 

Should you desire to use my opinions in support of this provision I have no 
objection. In this connection it may also be well to establish that great concern 
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has been felt for this point by many members of the group who no doubt feel as 
I do that the obvious merit of rewarding leadership and for providing for the 
education of our leaders should not require solicitation of support of efforts 
clearly in the best interest of our growing Nation which shall in years to come 
find capable and qualified leadership a rare talent. 

Again, I wish to express my gratitude for your efforts and to offer my best 
wishes for all your good endeavors in the coming years. 

Respectfully yours, 
RoBeERT W. BIEHLER, 

Senator Yarsoroven. Is there any other testimony in support of 
this bill? 

Colonel Berg is here from the Policy Division of the Personnel 
Planning Directorate, Deputy Chief of Staff Personnel, of the U.S. 
Air Force. 

Colonel Berg, you are here on this one measure; is that right? 

Colonel Bere. That is right. 

Senator YarBoRouGH. Since you are on one bill alone, we will hear 
your testimony before we hear the testimony of the organizations and 
the Government departments that are going to present testimony on 
all three bills. 


STATEMENT OF COL. W. W. BERG, POLICY DIVISION, DIRECTORATE 
OF PERSONNEL PLANNING, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF PERSONNEL, 
U.S. AIR FORCE; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES B. MINOR, JUDGE 
ADVOCATE GENERAL’S OFFICE, U.S. AIR FORCE: AND LeROY J. 
SPENCE, POLICY DIVISION, DIRECTORATE OF PERSONNEL PLAX- 
NING, DEPUTY CHIEF OF STAFF PERSONNEL, U.S. AIR FORCE 


Colonel Bere. All right, sir. 

Mr. Chairman and Senator Goldwater, I am Colonel Berg from Air 
Force Personnel, and I appreciate the opportunity of appearing be- 
fore you this morning in connection with 8S. 2235. 

I am accompanied by two professional members of the Air Force: 
Mr. Minor, of the Air Force Judge Advocate Section, on my left, and 
Mr. LeRoy Spence, of the Policy Division of the Deputy Chief of 
Staff of Personnel, on my right. 

S. 2235 would extend to certain 1954 ROTC graduates, who were 
appointed in the District of Columbia Air National Guard and sub- 
sequently ordered to duty for training under section 99 of the Na- 
tional Defense Act, the same benefits under the Veterans’ Readjust- 
ment Assistance Act of 1952—the so-called Korean GI bill of rights— 
as were provided for personnel who were on extended active duty in 
the Armed Forces. 

That act provides certain benefits for persons who served in the 
active Federal service between June 27, 1950, and February 1, 1959. 
Among those benefits are educational and vocational assistance, mus 
tering-out pay, and guaranteed home loans. 

Before stating the Air Force position with respect to this bill, J 
would like to present some of the pe of the matter. Becaus 
of limitations on the number of officers who could be accommodated 
in the Active Force in 1954, the Air Force was forced to discontinue 
its former practice of calling to extended active duty all graduates of 
the ROTC program. Asa result, only a limited number of the 195 
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ROTC class, who were not qualified for flying training, could be 
commissioned and ordered to active duty. 

The remaining graduates were given certificates of completion of 
the ROTC course and were offered the following options: 

1. Appointment as an officer in the District of Columbia’s Air Na- 
tional Guard followed by active duty for training in State status, 
under section 99 of the National Defense Act. 

2. Enlistment in the Air Force in the grade of airman, third class, 
for 2 years, with subsequent commissioning in the Air Force Reserve 
on completion of such enlistment. 

3. Remain in civilian status and await possible selective service 
induction. 

Those graduates who selected enlistment in the Air Force or who 
remained in a civilian status would not be affected by S. 2235. 

The other major category, namely, those 3,500 who accepted ap- 

ointment in the Air National Guard of the District of Columbia, fall 
into two groups: the first group, which numbers approximately 1,500, 
were ordered to duty for training under section 99 of the National 
Defense Act before February 1, 1955; the remaining 2,000 were or- 
dered to duty for training under that section on or after February 1, 
1955. Since eligibility for benefits under the Korean GI bill could 
not be accrued after January 31, 1955, only those 1,500 ordered to duty 
on or before that date would be affected by S. 2235. 

The Air Force position in opposition to S. 2235 is based on the 
fact that there is a fundamental distinction between normal active 
Federal military service and training duty. The ROTC graduates 
in question were ordered to training duty as members of the Air 
National Guard. When such persons are ordered to such duty they 
are— 

(a) Not subject to the Uniform Code of Military Justice: 

(6) Not subject to overseas assignment; 

(c) Not subject to being designated as accountable or dis- 
bursing officers, certifying officers, adjutants, or members of 
courts-martial ; 

(zd) Not authorized to exercise any command function. 

It is the view of the Air Force that the service of these individuals 
differs in no major respect from the service of any other individual 
who served on active duty for for training during the Korean emer- 
gency. 

The Congress, in enacting the Korean GI bill of rights, provided 
the benefits in question to persons who served in the “active service” 
during the emergency. As I previously pointed out, the 1954 ROTC 
graduates in question were not subject to many of the normal hazards 
and responsibilities associated with active service nor to many of the 
wartime risks, such as family dislocation or separation and death or 
injury in combat, which the GI bill was intended to alleviate. Fur- 
ther, they were advised that their duty status under section 99 pre- 
cluded them from becoming eligible for veterans’ benefits which were 
available to others called to active military service and, presumably, 
this advice was taken into consideration by them in deciding which 
option to select. Accordingly, it is the Department of Defense view 
that the benefits in question should not be extended to them. Further, 
the extension of these benefits to these individuals would immediately 
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give rise to claims for similar treatment for other trainees of the Army 
and Air National Guard, and to other categories of persons who per- 
formed service which may be similar in some respects to active Fed- 
eral military service. Therefore, enactment of this bill will serve as 
a basis for claims for comparable treatment by these other groups 
whose service is not recognized as qualifying under the definition 
of active Federal military service. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, we must consider the impact of this legis- 
lation upon the classmates of these individuals who chose to fulfill 
their military obligation by enlisting in the Air Force as airmen, third 
class, in order to accrue eligibility for these benefits. These individ- 
uals gave up the pay, emoluments, and privileges associated with the 
grade of second heutenant and suffered a permanent loss of seniority 
and promotion precedence in the Air Force Reserve. 

In summary, the problem involved here is not one of correcting an 
inequity in law affecting a small number of people, but is rather an 
attempt at this late di ate to revise c: arefully developed plans and al- 
ternatives which were entered into in good faith by all parties and to 
disturb the equity of treatment created at that time. In view of the 
combinations of advantages and disadvantages which accrued to each 
individual involved as a result of his own personal selection, it is the 
opinion of the Department of Defense that the present situation rep- 
resents equity of treatment for all concerned and should not be 
disturbed. 

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Yarsoroven. Do you have any questions? 

Senator GOLDWATER. Yes, just a few here, Colonel. 

There were 3,500 altogether; is that correct ? 

Colonel Bere. Yes. 

Senator GOLDwAreR. Is that in the entire country ? 

Colonel Bere. That is right, sir. 

Senator Gotpwater. How could they be taken into the Air National 
Guard of the District of Columbia? 

Colonel Bere. And utilized in the Air National Guard ¢ 

Senator Gotpwater. No. How could they, under any training table 
that you have, take care of that many men in a guard unit? Or were 
they merely assigned for training? 

Colonel Bere. They were merely assigned for training. 

Senator Gotpwater. Did they come here from all over the country! 

Mr. Mrnor. Sir, they were never brought here. This was a legal 
device. They were appointed in the Air ‘National Guard of the Dis- 
trict of Columbia because there was no residence requirement. Then 
they were ordered for training from wherever they were. 

Senator Gorpwater. I see. 

How long a time were they in service ? 

Colonel Bere. Normally, for 3 years. 

Senator Gotpwater. Do you still use the same procedure to take care 
of men around the country, assigning them to the Air National Guard 
here for training? 

Colonel Brrc. No, sir. This was a one-time affair, Senator Gold- 
water. We have never had this same thing occur since then. 


Senator Gotpwarer. Did any of these men go through pilot tr ain- 
ing? ¢ 





Co 
stan¢ 
Se 
done 
serv] 
G.I. 
Co 
it fo 
couk 
activ 
se 
othe 
for t 
treat 
Co 
but 
a det 
Se 
part) 
who 
ment 
Co 
se 
estal 
Ce 
Se 
of th 
Cec 
Se 
Air 
to se 
serv) 
the » 
I wo 
nize 
pay 
Se 
time 
plica 
Co 
Se 
nate 
ente! 
Cc 
Se 
is pe 
not | 
appl 
Cc 
Se 
M 
Se 


he 
ity 


an 
an 
al- 
to 
the 
ich 
the 
ep- 
be 


nal 


ible 
vere 


ry! 
aor: al 
Dis- 
‘hen 


~are 
nard 


rold- 


rain- 


MISCELLANEOUS VETERANS BILLS 33 


Colonel Bere. The ones we were speaking about, it is my under- 
standing that none of them did, sir. 

Senator Gotpwarer. It is the Air Force’s feeling, then, that if it is 
done for these men, it would have to be done for all other similar re- 
servists who have gone on duty after the expiration date of the Korean 
G.I. bill; is that correct ? 

Colonel Bere. No, sir. It is our opinion that we would have to do 
it for all people who went on duty during the time that eligibility 
could be accrued who were in a similar status with these people on 
active duty for training. 

Senator GoLtpwater. But it could also logically be applied to any 
others who have gone on duty since. If we say that we can do it 
for this group, then the other groups could logically expect the same 
treatment. 

Colonel Bere. I think other groups could expect the same treatment, 
but with regard to the Korean GI bill, the time that it expires has 
a definite bearing on this problem, sir. 

Senator GotpwarrrR. That is true. But if we extend it for this 
particular group, would it not be logical to think that the other groups 
who have gone on duty since that time would expect the same reat- 
ment ¢ 

Colonel Bere. Yes, that could be. 

Senator Gotpwarer. In other words, if we pass this bill, we are 
establishing a precedent. 

Colonel Bere. That is correct: yes, sir. 

Senator Gotpwater. And I think that completely negates the idea 
of the termination of the GI bill. 

Colonel Bere. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Gotpwater. Mr, Chairman, that is all I have. I think the 
Air Force has taken the proper position in this matter. I do not like 
to see these bills come up here for special treatment for peacetime 
service, where the peacetime veteran is extended the same benefits as 
the wartime veteran. We have had quite a rash of these bills, and 
I would like to see the day come when we have our young men recog- 
nize that service to their country does not necessarily carry a lifetime 
pay check with it. I am speaking of peacetime service. 

Senator Yarsoroucn. This group, Colonel, were appointed at 


time when, had they been eligible, there were veterans’ benefits a 
plicable ¢ 


Colonel Bere. That is right. 

Senator YarsorouGH. The Presidential proclamation did not termi- 
nate veterans’ training for the Korean conflict except for those who 
entered service after February 1, 1955; is that not correct? 

Colonel Bere. That is right, sir. 

Senator Yarsorovcn. S. 1138, that passed the Senate last year and 
is pending in the House, the post-Korean cold war GI bill, would 
not apply to this type of training, anyway, would it? It does not 
apply to the 6 months’ trainees, the present pending cold war GI bill? 

Colonel Bere. No. 

Senator Gotpwarer. These are not 6 months’ trainees. 

Mr. Minor. It is the nearest thing comparable to this. 

Senator Gotpwarter. They are 3-year trainees. 
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Senator YarsorouGH. But these were on active duty only for train- 
ing, not for general service. 

Colonel Berg. That is correct. 

Senator YArsorovcu. And they would not be covered by S. 1138, 
the cold war GI bill? 

Colonel Bere. To the best of my knowledge, that is correct. 

Senator YARBOROUGH. S. 1138 covers men on active duty; the bill 
under consideration here, S. 2235, concerns a group of men, all of 
whom were on “active duty for training,” and therefore not covered by 
S. 1158. 

Colonel Bere. That is correct. 

Senator YarsorouGH. Colonel, on page 2 you deal with the three 
categories of those who finished this ROTC course in 1954, and cate- 
gory 2 is those who, despite the fact that they graduated from the 
ROTC course, enlisted in the Air Force in the grade of airman third 
class for 2 years, with subsequent commissioning in the Air Force 
Reserve upon completion of that enlistment. 

Those that enlisted went out for full duty, to whatever post they 
might be assigned ¢ 

Colonel Bere. That is right. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. You point out in this statement that they 
would be eligible for veterans’ benefits under the Korean GI bill; and 
that is one reason they took an enlisted status, rather than to take an 
Air National Guard commission. 

Colonel Bere. That is very correct. 

Senator Yarsnorougu. How many were there in that category 2? 

Colonel Bere. There were about 400, sir. 

Senator Yarsoroueu. And your position is that since they took an 
enlisted status, while their classmates took the training status to get 
their commissions directly, they would be prejudiced if this bill were 
passed / 

Colonel Bere. That is correct, sir. 

Senator YARBorouGH. I have no further questions. 

Senator GoLDWATER. I just want to make it clear that the men who 
did not take the alternative of enlisting as an airman third class knew 
full well that they would not come under the GI bill. Am I correet 
in that ¢ 

Colonel Bere. They were told that at the time they so elected; yes, 
sir. 

Senator GoLpwater. I have no further questions. 

Senator YARBoRouGH. I have no further questions. 

Thank you, gentlemen, for your clarification of this matter. 

The next witness listed is Mr. Ray P. Bland, Director of the Legis- 
lative Projects Service II of the Veterans’ Administration. 

Mr. Bland, if you will, just introduce your staff; you are appearing 
on all three bills; are you not ? 

Mr. Buanp. That is correct, Mr. Chaiman. 
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STATEMENT OF RAY P. BLAND, DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS 
SERVICE II, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY 
W. B. GUNDLACH, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, VOCATIONAL REHABILI- 
TATION SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS’ BENEFITS; A. T. 
BRONAUGH, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, LEGISLATIVE PROJECTS 
SERVICE II; AND MARLIN W. BOWERS, ACTING DIRECTOR, MEDI- 
CAL ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF MEDICINE 
AND SURGERY 


Senator YARBoROUGH. You may proceed in your own way. 

Mr. Buanp. Mr. Chairman and Senator Goldwater may name is 
R. P. Bland. I am Director of a legislative service in the Office of 
the General Counsel of Veterans’ Administration. I am accom- 
panied here this morning by two representatives of the program de- 
partments affected by the bills. Mr. W. B. Gundlach, immedi: itely 
to my left, who is the Assistant Director of the Vocational Rehabili- 
tation Service of the Department of Veterans’ Benefits; to my right, 
Mr. M. W. Bowers of the Department of Medicine and Surgery; to 
my extreme left, Mr. A. T. Bronaugh, who is an Assistant Director 
of a legislative service in the Office of the General Counsel. 

Mr. Chairman, we appreciate the opportunity to appear here today 
and present our views on the bills which vou are now considering. 
I shall discuss each of these bills briefly—indic: ating their prine ipal 
effects and summarizing the Administrator's views as contained in 
the formal reports to the committee. We assume these reports will 
be made a part of the record. Representatives of the program de- 
partments will then be glad to furnish any additional information 
you may desire. 

The first bill, Mr. Chairman, is S. 299, a bill for the relief of Dal- 
worth C. Ebner. 

This is a private bill for the relief of Dalworth C. Ebner. This bill 
would afford Mr. Ebner, a World War IT veteran, additional time to 
pursue vocational rehabilitation training. The deadline for pursuit 
of such training has expired in his ease. If the bill is enacted, how- 
ever, it would enable him to train for a period of approximately 28 
months. 

Mr. Ebner was discharged from service in 1945, but did not make 
himself available for vocational training until the summer of 1953. 
Since under the law his training had to be completed by July 25, 
1956, it was necessary that he carry a full load of courses. On March 
5, 1954, without the knowledge or consent of his training officer, Mr. 
Ebner discontinued a portion of the curriculum, although he had pre- 
viously been counseled that deviation from the agreed schedule would 
jeopardize his training. After Mr. Ebner declined. to resume the 
dropped courses and devote full time to his schooling, his training 
was discontinued on March 20, 1954. 

On June 14, 1954, he reentered training for another oecupation, 
which training could have been completed prior to July 25, 1956. He 
voluntarily withdrew in December 1954 to enter full-time employment. 
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Mr. Ebner’s failure to complete his vocational training was due to 
the late date on which he made himself available and his failure to 
cooperate or devote full time to his college « -OUrSe. 

The Administrator's report of April 22, 1959, opposed the enact- 
ment of this bill. No reason is apparent hes Mr. Ebner’s case should 
be sought out for special legislative treatment to the exclusion of other 

cases which must be denied where similar circumstances exist. We 
eden that to do so would be discriminatory and precedential. 

The next bill, Mr. Chairman, is S. 2201, a bill to amend section 601 
of title 38, United States Code, with respect to the definition of the 
term “Veterans’ Administration facilities.” 

S. 2201 would permit the use of private contract hospitals for the 
care of war veterans with non-service-connected disabilities in the 
States of Alaska and Hawaii. The bill would accomplish this pur- 
pose indirectly by a general provision that private facilities may be 
used if there is no Veterans’ Administration hospital within a State on 
the date of the enactment and none is located within 500 miles of the 
border of the State. 

The statutory term “Veterans’ Administration facilities” now in- 
cludes private contract facilities to provide hospital care “for veterans 
of any war in a territory, Commonwealth, or possession of the United 
States.” This is an exception to the general provision that hospital 

care for non-service-connected disorders can only be provided to the 

extent beds are available in VA or other Federal hospitals. With the 
admission of Alaska and Hawaii to statehood, we no longer have gen- 
eral authority to provide contract hospital care in those States for 
veterans suffering from non-service-connected disabilities. 

It has long been Government policy to provide hospital care for our 
war veterans for conditions not related to their service only to the 
extent of available Government facilities. It has not been the policy to 
attempt to care for all such cases. To do so would require a great ex- 
pansion of Veterans’ Administration hospital bed capacity. The 
President, consistent with the traditional policy, has recently estab- 
lished an Executive limitation of 125,000 beds on the overall author- 
ized bed capacity of VA hospitals. 

It is true that there is no VA hospital in either Alaska or Hawaii. 
But arrangements have been made in both States to care for war 
veterans with non-service-connected disabilities in other Government 
hospitals. In Alaska we have beds allocated for VA beneficiaries in 
hospitals of the Department of Defense and the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. In Hawaii additional beds are allo- 
cated for our use by the Defense Department in Tripler General Hos- 
pital. We hope that in the long run the needs in both Alaska and 
Hawaii can be satisfied to a reasonable and proper extent by the use of 
these Government facilities. 

Under these circumstances and for the additional reason that the use 
of private contract facilities in Alaska and Hawaii, now that they have 
become States, might well become a precedent. for authorizing the 
use of such facilities in other States, we believe it would be unwise to 
enact this bill. 

The third bill is S. 2235, a bill to provide benefits established by the 
Veterans’ Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 to persons who gradu- 
ated from Air Force Reserve Officers’ Training Corps training in 
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1954 and served on active duty for training in the Air National Guard 
before February 1, 1955. 

S. 2235 proposes to extend eligibility for additional veterans’ bene- 
fits to certain Air Force ROTC graduates who performed a lengthy 
tour of training duty as Air National Guard officers. It would amend 
title 38, United States Code, to prescribe that if their period of active 
duty for training began before the end of the Korean conflict (Janu- 
ary 31, 1955), it would be considered to have been a period of “active 
duty” for the purposes of the prinicipal re adjustment benefits of the 
Korean GI bill: education and training; home, farm, and business 
loan assistance ; and mustering-out payments. 

As we understand it, the situation toward which this bill is di- 
rected arose from the inability of the Department of the Air Force 
to offer Reserve commissions and immediate active duty assignments 
to all of the 1954 graduates of the Air Force ROTC program. In- 
stead, they were offered their choice among several alternate methods 
of discharging their military obligation. One of those alternatives 
was an immediate Air National Guard commission followed by a 
period of active duty for training not to exceed 36 months. Accord- 
ing to information obtained from the Air Force, 1,513 individuals 
selected the Air National Guard option and were actually ordered 
to training duty by January 31, 1955. This is the group which 
would be affected by S. 2235. 

The Administrator pointed out in his report of March 24, 1960, 
to vour committee that the question presented by this bill is one of 
military status, and the Department of Defense is therefore the 
agency in the best position to speak on the merits of this proposal. 
He refrained, under these circumstances, from making a definite 
recommendation on the bill. 

We do suggest one additional factor which may bear on the need 
for this legislation at this time. Readjustment assistance is intended 
for use during a temporary period after leaving military service. 

This is evidenced by the requirement under the Koeran GI bill that 
an educational program must be commenced within 3 years after 
separ ation from service. We understand that in most instances the 
s-vear tour of training duty for this National Guard group was 
reduced to 2 years. Hence, with few exceptions, these officers would 
have been released from duty more than 2 years ago. This would 
suggest that the need for readjustment benefits, particularly educa 
tion or training assistance, does not exist in any large number of 
vases at the present time. 

Tt is estimated that the total additional cost of direct benefits for 
education and training under this bill would approximate $500,000. 
Tn a peak year, the cost probably would not exceed $180,000. It is 
estimated that the administrative cost for loan guarantee benefits 
would approximate $20.000 during the remaining years of the loan 
guarantee program. We make no attempt to estimate the costs of 
mustering-out pay under subsection (d) of the bill—that being a 

matter for the Department of Defense. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes our formal statement. We shall be 
glad to answer any questions which the subcommittee may have. 


Senator Yarsoroucu. Senator Goldwater, do you have any ques- 
tions ? 
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Senator Gotpwarer. No. I think the statement of the Veterans’ 
Administration very thoroughly covered this and answered all the 
questions I would have on it. I find myself in complete agreement 
with their position on these three measures. I think it is a very con- 
cise statement and certainly tells the story of why we should not 
pass it out. 

1 have no questions. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Mr. Bland, I have a recollection, with respect 
to the Dalworth C. Ebner matter, of communications I received from 
disinterested citizens of Austin, Tex., who think he has been done a 
great injustice: that there are more extenuating facts and circum- 
stances in this case than are set out in your brief statement. 

I notice there that you say he was discharged from service in 1945, 
but did not make himself available for vocational training until the 
summer of 1953. Was there not a period of hospitalization in that 
S-vear period / 

‘Mr. Brann. Mr. Chairman, I am going to ask Mr. Gundlach to 
answer most of your questions in regard to this case. He has made a 
thorough review of the file, and I believe he will be able to give you 
the information you desire. 

Senator Yarsoroven. All right. 

Can you answer that / 

Mr. Gunptacu. Mr. Chairman, there were several periods of hos- 
pitalization, principally for examination purposes. However, ap- 
plication was not made for vocational rehabilitation until the date 
referred to. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. Well, was he not hospitalized for consider- 
able periods of time / 

Mr. Gunpiacu. I do not recollect the precise length of time. But 
he was employed as a mail carrier during the period prior to his en- 
trance into training. I do recall the statements regarding his em- 
ployment there, that the postmaster stated he had exhausted his allow- 
able leave in that employment, because of hospitalization. Aside from 
that, I do not recall that there was any extended period, aside from 
the amount of leave used. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. The last sentence on the first page of Mr. 
Bland’s statement says: 

On March 8, 1954, without the knowledge or consent of his training officer, 
Mr. Ebner discontinued a portion of the curriculum, although he had previously 
been counseled that deviation from the agreed schedule would jeopardize his 
training. 

As a matter of fact, he conferred with Dean Click of the Univer- 
sity of Texas about that, did he not, before he dropped a portion of 
the program, 

Mr. Gunpbtacu,. Yes, sir; that is true. 

Senator YarroroveH. And he understood that Dean Click was act- 
ing for the Veterans’ Administration in counseling him on the pro- 
gram ¢ 

Mr. Gunptacu. Well, he may have had that view. However, there 
is inthe record a signed statement indicating that it was his under- 
standing that any adjustments in the training program agreed to 
would have to be taken up with the training officer, who was a Vet- 
erans’ Administration representative. He did sign such a statement. 
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Whether he subsequently had a misunderstanding with regard to that 
obligation, I cannot say. 

Senator YarsoroucH. We have just received a note that there is a 
eall for a live quorum preceding a record vote on the Gruening amend- 
ment to the Mutual Security Act; so I will have to defer further 
questioning on this. 

Senator Gotpwater. Could I ask one question before you go? 

Senator YarsBorouGcH. Yes. 

Senator GoLpwaTEerR. What was the nature of his service-connected 
disability ¢ 

Mr. Gunpvacn. It was first determined to be a gland difficulty, a 
lymph gland disorder. 

Senator GoLpwaTer. What in his service caused that ? 

Mr. Gunptacn. I cannot say. However, it was determined by the 
Veterans’ Administration to be service-connected. He had a history 
of hospitalization during the service, at which time observations were 
made relative to his glandular difficulty, which was not evident prior 
to his enlistment or induction into the service. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Was it a disability occasioned by combat ? 

Mr. Gunpiacu. It was not. 

Senator Gotpwater. Had he had combat service ? 

Mr. Gunptacn. He did not have combat service. <All the service 
was in the area of the United States. 

Senator GoLpWATER. He was not overseas ? 

Mr. Gunpiacu. Not overseas. 

Senator Gotpwarer. I think I recall something about psychoneu- 
rosis or paranoia. Was that a service-connected disability / 

Mr. Gunptacn. I might relate a series of ratings given. 

In January of 1948, he was allowed a 10- percent disability because 
of this lymph gland difficulty. In November of 1951, that rating 
was increased to a 30-percent disability rating, which was extended to 
include a condition observed as psychoneurosis. It was subsequently 
increased, in 1957, to a 50-percent disability because of the observed 
progressive nature of his emotional difficulty. 

Senator GotpwatreR. What was his total service ? 

Mr. Gunptacu. The total service was from April 1942 until October 
of 1945. 

Senator Gotpwarter. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Yarsorovcu. Did. not the officials of the University of 
Texas issue a statement somewhere in connection with this, in which 
they say this man was a student of exceptional brilliance, far above 
the average student, who ought to have further training? Did that 
hot appear in some of the records last year in the hearing before the 
subcommittee, when Senator Thurmond was chairman? Is that not 
in the record somewhere, although it may not have been offered before 
the subeommittee today ? 

Mr. Gunpiacn. Mr. Chairman, I do not recall the precise state- 
ment you refer to. However, it is acknowledged through our tests 
and through the examination of this man, when he applied for train- 
ing, that he was a man of some ability, considerable ability, commen- 
surate with that which we would require of a man who would aspire 
to the objective for which he was training—mechanical engineering. 
He was mentally able to carry such work, without any question. 
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Senator Yarsorovucu. He was far above the average: was he not! 

Mr. Gunptacu. I would say he was above average. 

Senator Yarnoroven. In this period of his dropping these courses, 
were there not conferences between Dalworth Ebner and the Veter- 
ans’ Administration officials that have not been detailed here this 
morning? Were there not some additional conferences in that period 
of time in 1954? 

Mr. Gunptacu. These matters, if I understand you, Mr. Chairman, 
were handled entirely at the regional office level. We are speaking 
from the record created by those people. They are not present. 

Senator Yarnoroven. I might desire to file an additional statement 
on the matter, Senator Goldwater, as I am speaking from memory 
now, remembering the file of a year ago. When I review the file and 
determine other matters that might be of help to the committee, I may 
wish to file them, too. 

Senator GoLtpwarTer. Yes. 

Senator Yarroroven. [I do remember some statements filed by some 
University of Texas officials that this was a man of exceptional bril- 
liance, or words to that effect, and some other narrations of conver- 
sations between Dalworth Ebner and the representatives of the Vet- 

rans’ Administration that caused him to think he had been unfairly 
treated. I know I have some such communications. 

Now, we have other witnesses here. 

Are there any further questions of the representatives of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration on any of the legislation ? 

Senator Gotpwarter. I have one point. 

In the Alaskan situation, if I recall Senator Gruening’s testimony, 
there were only eight cases, in 1958, that would have been affected by 
this; is that right? 

Mr. Briann. Mr. Bowers, will you answer that question, please. 

Mr. Bowers. Since 1958, was that? 

Sentaor Gotpwater. No, before 1958. 

Mr. Bowers. In fiscal year 1958, we hospitalized an average daily 
patient load of 38 in Alaska. In fiscal year 1959, this load dropped 
to 34. In fiseal year 1960—that is, from July 1 to March 1—our load 
is down to 25. Actually, the difference in the total number of patients 
hospitalized per day amounts to about nine. 

Senator Gotpwater. Do you have an arrangement with the Air 
Force at the Navy and Army bases up there to take care of these 
people? 

Mr. Bowers. Yes, sir; we do. 

Senator Gotpwater. Is it adequate? 

Mr. Bowers. We believe so. We are using the Air Force pri- 
marily, and the Public Health Service, the Indian service hospital ; 
we felt that these hospitals could provide adequate coverage. We 
were somewhat disappointed in the utilization of the Indian service 
hospitals. It is below our expectations. We had established an al- 
location of 10 beds, and to date we have averaged only about 2 pa- 
tients per day in those 10 beds. 

Senator Gorpwarrr. Has there been any undue delay in a veteran 
getting hospitalization in Alaska or Hawaii? 
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Mr. Bowers. In Alaska we have heard of one or two instances 
in which we have been unable to provide them with hospital care, 
because of the emergent situation that existed, and the difficulties of 
transportation. We have had no such complaint from Hawaii. 

Senator GotpwarTer. That is all Ihave, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator YarsorovucH. Would not this bill S. 2201 just restore vet- 
erans’ treatment status in Alaska to the situation that prevailed be- 
fore statehood ? 

Mr. Bowers. Yes, sir. 

Senator YarsorouGH. All it would do would be to put the veteran, 
as far as treatment is concerned, in the same position he was in be- 
fore Alaska and Hawaii were admitted as States ? 

Mr. Bowers. That is correct, sir. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Manifestly, his condition now, if he lives 
in Alaska or Hawaii, has worsened because of the fact that they have 
been admitted as States, has it not; his opportunities for treatment 
have been worsened ¢ 

Mr. Bowers. Well, certainly I believe there would be a distine- 
tion between Hawaii and Alaska. As I stated, we feel that we are 
adequately meeting the needs in Hawaii. The State itself has pro- 
vided hospital care for veterans in State hospitals in Hawaii. In 
Alaska, the situation does not exist. However, it has been our feel- 
ing that the 10 beds which we have established as the Indian service 
hospitals—and these hospitals are located somewhate generally in 
the same area where we were previously using private contract hos- 
pitals—should provide hospital care on somewhat the same basis as 
was available to them previously. 

Now, there are a few areas in which they would not have facilities 
immediately available to them. 

Senator YarsoroueH. You would expect the total number of per- 
sons receiving care to be less under the new setup than it would have 
been had the old provisions for medical care in Alaska prior to the 
statehood been continued ¢ 

Mr. Bowers. We did not anticipate so. We set up the same num- 
ber of beds that we had previously used, averaging around 40 beds. 

Senator YarBoroucH. But it has actually gone down. 

Mr. Bowers. It has gone down, and the drop is in the Indian serv- 
ice hospitals. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. We have about 5 minutes left, they say, be- 
fore the bill on the floor is to be actually voted on. Are the American 
Legion and VFW both present? We want to hear your positions, of 
course, on these bills. Do you want to recess, or do you want to file 


your statements and state your positions on them? Can you do that? 
I am speaking now to the American Legion and the VFW. What- 
ever you gentlemen prefer. 

Mr. Orson. I guess we could file a statement for the convenience 
of the committee. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Will you come around. 
_ Willthe Veterans’ Administration make room, please, for the Amer- 
ican Legion and the VFW. 

If you will state your position, we will accept your statement and 
make as much headway as we can before the vote starts. 
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STATEMENT OF CLARENCE H. OLSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NA- 
TIONAL LEGISLATIVE COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Otson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Clarence H, 
Olson. I am the assistant director of the national legislative com- 
mission of the American Legion. 

We are here to support S. 2201. We do that because of the au- 
thority contained in Resolution No, 29, approved at our 1959 national 
convention, which I would like to have made a part of the record. 

Senator YarsoroucuH. It will be received and filed and made a part 
of the record of the hearing. 

( The resolution referred to follows :) 


RESOLUTION No. 29 


(At 1959 National Convention of the American Legion held in Minneapolis, 
Minn., August 24-27, 1959) 


Committee: Rehabilitation commission. 
Subject: Continue section 601-4(C) of title 38, United States Code, until such 
time as suitable VA hospital facilities are provided in Alaska. 

Whereas after the admission of Alaska to statehood, the provisions of section 
601-4(C) of title 38, United States Code, regarding the availability of contract 
hospital services to Alaska veterans is no longer applicable to the State of 
Alaska ; and 

Whereas the VA does not have any hospitals in the State of Alaska: and 

Whereas an area of the same number of square miles within the other 48 
States does have an average of 34.4 VA hospitals: and 

Whereas a VA hospital within the 48 States can be reached from any point by 
automobile and other means of transportation within 5 hours 24 hours a day; 
and 

Whereas the main means of transportation in Alaska to hospitals under the 
control of the U.S. Government is air transportation and generally available 
only once in a 24-hour period when weather permits; and 

Whereas the eligibility for hospitalization is meaningless unless there are 
hospitals available to provide care and treatment necessary : and 

Whereas there are 14 private hospitals in the State of Alaska well distributed 
throughout the State; and 

Whereas there are no State or county hospitals in the State of Alaska: 
Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the American Legion in annual convention assembled in Minne 
apolis, Minn., August 24-27, assist in securing legislation necessary to the con- 
tinuance of the above-mentioned section of title 38, United States Code, in the 
State of Alaska until such time as suitable VA facilities are provided to enable 
Alaska veterans to obtain equal hospitalization benefits which are generally 
available to all veterans in the other 48 States. 


Mr. Orson. Mr. Chairman, the statement I have was prepared by 
the director of our national rehabilitation commission, Mr, John J. 
Corcoran, who is unavoidably absent because of a meeting of consider- 
able importance in Indianapolis. His statement is quite complete, 
and I would like to have it submitted for the record, too. 

Senator Yarsoroven. Thank you. We will accept that. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN J. CORCORAN, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL REHABILITATION 
COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION 


Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I appreciate this opportunity 
to present the views of the American Legion on S. 2201, a bill to amend section 
401 of title 38, United States Code, with respect to the definition of the term 
“Veterans’ Administration facilities.” 
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The intent of the legislation is to make it possible for the Veterans’ Adminis- 
tration to provide veterans in the State of Alaska with medical care in private 
facilities. It is true that the language of the bill would apply equally to the 
State of Hawaii, although we understand that veterans residing there are not 
experiencing the same difficulties with respect to hospitalization as are the 
veterans of Alaska. 

The American Legion strongly supports S. 2201 and respectfully urges your 
subcommittee to favorably report the bill to the full committee. 

We wish to make clear, however, that the American Legion does not generally 
favor use of private facilities for treatment of Veterans’ Administration patients. 
The Legion stands firm on the principle that it is the Veterans’ Administration's 
responsibility to treat within its hospital system service-connected veterans and 
non-service-connected war veterans who are unable to pay for care elsewhere. 
It is only under the unusual circumstances presented in Alaska and Hawaii that 
we subscribe to the use of private facilities for these purposes. 

The Veterans’ Administration has no hospital facilities of its own in Alaska. 
While Alaska was a Territory, the Veterans’ Administration was authorized— 
under 388 U.S.C. 601(4) (C) (iii)—tto contract with private facilities for hospi- 
tal beds in which to treat eligible veterans. With the advent of statehood for 
Alaska, January 3, 1959, this authority terminated. 

Hospitalization may now be provided Alaskan veterans in hospital facilities of 
other Government agencies, for which the veterans’ Administration is still au- 
thorized to contract, or in VA facilities in continental United States. 

After Alaska became a State, the Veteran’s Administration increased the num- 
ber of beds under contract in hospitals maintained by other Government agen- 
cies with a view to compensating for the inability to make further use of pri- 
vate facilities. The increased beds are principally in Public Health Service hos- 
pitals which are primarily for the care of the native Indians and Eskimos, and 
the beds are available only when not needed for such patients. 

It is our understanding that this arrangement has proven to be impracticable. 
Our representatives in Alaska insist that the only answer to the problem is re- 
turn of the authority for use of beds in private hospitals. The loss of use of 
these beds on a contract basis has created hardships which are unique to Alaska 
because of distance, communication, and weather barriers. 

Department officials of the American Legion in Alaska have recently advised 
our office as follows: 

“We feel that, under the present law, veterans in Alaska are being burdened 
with additional expenses for non-service-connected hospitalization and treat- 
ment that they cannot afford. In many instances the American Legion post 
and auxiliary units come to the aid of these veterans by paying their hospital 
bills and help with providing aid to the veteran's family. In other cases 
Legion members or sympathetic friends furnish their personal moneys. We 
often approach the local welfare and State agencies to come to the assistance 
of this veterans, either by contributing to his hospitalization expense or to feed 
and help his family meet the daily expenses in maintaining the household.” 

Obviously, this situation is not in keeping with proper discharge of the Na- 
tion’s obligation to its war veterans in need of medical care. We earnestly urge 
your prompt and favorable action on 8S. 2201. 

Thank you for your interest in the views of the American Legion. 


Mr. Orson. In connection with the bill, Mr. Chairman, we note that 
there is a limiting clause in the bill which says that this would only 
affect hospitals as of this date. 

The American Legion would not like at some future time for the 
Veterans’ Administration to eliminate veterans’ hospitals in the 
other States to make way for a program of contract hospitalization. 
Our experience with contract hospitals in the past has not been too 
good. However, we feel in Alaska it is a necessity now: and even in 
the future, should the growth of the State warrant a veterans’ hospital, 
the distances might necessitate contract hospitals in spite of that fact. 

Senator Yaranoroven. I appreciate vour raising that one technical 
point, and T am going to direct Mr. Fred Blackwell, the counsel for the 
committee, to study that point in connection with the Veterans’ 
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Administration officials and with your representatives, confer with 
you on that, to be certain that is clarified. 

Do you have any position on the other two bills? 

Mr. Oxson. No, sir; we donot. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Thank you very much. 

Senator Gotpwarter. I have just one question. 

What would the Legion’s attitude be toward a bill to establish vet- 
erans’ hospitals in Alaska and Hawaii? 

Mr. Otson. Well, sir, I am not prepared to answer the question. 
I do not believe we have given ample study to voice an opinion at this 
time. There are approximately, according to VA figures, 13,000 vet- 
erans in the State at the present time—— 

Senator Gotpwarer. In Alaska ? 

Mr. Orson. In Alaska, as I understand it, and possibly a VA hos- 
pital for that number might not at this time be warranted. That is 
just a guess on my part. 

Senator Gotpwarer. Thank you. 
Senator YarsorovGH. Thank you, sir. 
Mr. Stover of the VFW. . 














































STATEMENT OF FRANCIS W. STOVER, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE 
UNITED STATES; ACCOMPANIED BY NORMAN D. JONES, DIREC- 

TOR, NATIONAL REHABILITATION SERVICE, VETERANS OF 

FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES 






Mr. Srover. My name is Francis W. Stover. I am the director of 
the national levislative service for the Veterans of Foreign Wars of 
the United States and on my left is Norman D. Jones, director, na- 
tional rehabilitation service, VF W. 

Very briefly, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars does not have any position at all with 
respect to the private bill S. 299. That is, we have no views respecting 
the private bill dealing with the relief of Dalworth Ebner. 

Concerning S. 2201, which has been referred to as the Alaska bill 
here this morning, the Veterans of Foreign Wars is in favor of this 
legislation. In fact, the Veterans of Foreign Wars favors additional 
VA hospital beds and is in favor of construction of a hospital in every 
State in the Union to take care of the veterans of this country. How- 
ever, as to Alaska, by virtue of the fact of its geographical position, 
its long distance from the State of Washington, the nearest State, we 
realize therefore that it is impossible for the VA to take care of the 
many veterans of that State under present law, and therefore the 
VFW favors the reporting and passage of S. 2201. 

With respect to the other bill, which is S. 2235, the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars does not have any position. However, there are some 
merits in that bill. But officially, we do not have any position on it; 
and lacking any position, I cannot say the VFW is for or against this 
legislation. 

However, Mr. Jones, would like to make a brief comment con- 
cerning some aspects of this bill which have come to the attention of 
his service and may be of some value to this subcommittee in its 
deliberations. 
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He is Director of the VFW National Rehabilitation Service, which 
takes care of the needs of our veterans with respect to the several re- 
adjustment acts. Mr. Jones is formerly of Kansas and a former di- 
rector of the Kansas Veterans Commission, has had considerable ex- 
perience with the education programs administered by the VA, and I 
believe has some cogent remarks concerning this bill. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, Senator Goldwater: I believe that this 
bill has more merit than perhaps some of the previous witnesses have 
indicated. I think, for the benefit of the committee, [ will ask for 
the privilege of the VF W submitting a statement later, because time 
is short this morning. 

Senator YarsoroucH. That will be granted, and the VFW’s full 
statement will be received. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Stover mentioned we have no resolution of our last 
convention on this point. Of course, we did support the Korean GI 
bill, and therefore we support the inclusion of all elegible groups that 
should be brought in. 

Senator YarsorovucH. We will accept the VFW statement and be 
glad to have it. Will you have enough copies sent for each member of 
the committee, so that he can see it. 


(The following supplementary statement was later received for the 

record: ) 
VETERANS OF FoREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, D.C., May 3, 1960. 
Senator RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Veterans’ Affairs Subcommittee of the Senate Labor and Public Wel- 
fare Committee, Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR YARBOROUGH : This is in reference to the request of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars of the United States to submit additional information with 
respect to S. 2235 which was granted at the hearing held before your subcom- 
mittee on May 2, 1960. 

As indicated at the hearing, the Veterans of Foreign Wars does not have any 
nationally approved convention mandate with respect to S. 2235. With that 
in mind, the VFW neither supports nor disapproves of this legislation. However, 
questioning revealed that this legislation might have some merits but, because 
of an official rolicall vote on the Senate floor, permission was granted to furnish 
this information for the benefit and consideration of the subcommittee. 

As you know, the Veterans of Foreign Wars strongly supported the passage 
of both the Korean GI bill and the War Orphans Educational Assistance Act. 
More recently, pursuant to a nationally approved convention mandate, the 
VFW has been vigorously supporting the advancement of the so-called peacetime 
or cold war GI bill (S. 1138) since it was introduced by you during the Ist 
session of the 86th Congress. At the same time, the Veterans of Foreign Wars 
has officially endorsed various pieces of legislation designed to improve the 
administration of both the World War II and Korean GI bill and War Orphans 
Educational Assistance Act in those instances where inequities have manifested 
themselves or unintended oversights have been brought to light during the 
administration of these laws. For example, you will recall the VFW supported 
your bill S. 1050 and the companion bill H.R. 4306 which was considered by your 
subcommittee a few weeks ago which bills propose to include the children of 
deceased peacetime veterans for benefits provided in the War Orphans Educa- 
tional Assistance Act. 

With this history and experience in mind, it seems fair to conclude that the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars has been out front in its efforts to persuade the 
Congress to provide ample and generous educational and training benefits for 
the veterans of this Nation and their orphans. 

As previously stated, the VFW is without any position respecting S. 2235. 
However, the following arguments are being presented for your consideration in 
determining whether or not this legislation should be favorably reported by 
your subcommittee: 
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1. While the intended beneficiaries of this legislation were not subjected to 
oversea duty and other normal assignments of officers, they did perform duty 
on a full-time basis with full pay of their rank. Most important, they were 
subject to the military order of the unit in which they served and, consequently, 
were prevented from pursuing further education or a civilian career by virtue 
of this service on a full-time basis. 

2. Through no fault of their own, these Air Force officers were prevented 
from serving on extended active duty only because of unforeseeable circum. 
stances, namely, the Air Force budget would not permit putting these officers 
on a full-time basis. After having been fully trained for their chosen profession, 
it Was only natural that these persons chose to serve with the National Air 
Guard at the rank and position for which trained, rather than enlisting in the 
Regular Air Force at a much lower grade and less responsible and different 
position. 

3. Training for duty is now recognized for disability and death benefit pur- 
poses—even inactive duty for training where the veteran is killed while in such 
status. With this in mind, it would seem appropriate that the type of training 
referred to in S. 2235 would be adequate for the readjustment benefits which 
would be provided in this bill. In other words, the intended beneficiaries of this 
bill would be considered to have been on active duty for readjustment benefit 
purposes. 

4. Testimony by other witnesses revealed apprehension that if this legislation 
is approved, there are many other groups Which would claim similar benefits. 
No other groups, however, were identified. As previously stated the VFW 
is without any position concerning this legislation and certainly does not recom- 
mend therefore that any other groups be included and at this time is without 
knowledge of any other groups similarly situated. 

On the other side of the argument, it should be pointed out that the intended 
beneticiaries of this legislation do not come within the definition of beneficiaries 
of the Korean GI bill. It has been estimated that only 1,500 persons would be 
affected by S. 2235 and that none of these persons actually performed what has 
been defined as Federal military service and training. Furthermore, these 1,500 
persons were offered the option of enlisting in the Air Force for a 2-year period 
with a subsequent commission in the Air Force Reserve upon completion of such 
eniistment or in the alternative to have returned to a civilian status with pos- 
sible selective service induction. In any event, these persons do not presently 
qualify under the definition of active duty for readjustment benefits and to ap- 
prove this legislation means that the Congress is liberalizing the basic definition 
of “war-time service for readjustment benefits for military service rendered dur- 
ing the Korean conflict.” 

Trusting this information will be of some help and assistance in your delibera- 
tions and consideration of this legislation and thanking you for the opportunity 
to present the views of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States, I am 

Respectfully yours, 
Francis W. STover, 
Director, National Legislative Service. 

Senator YarsoroucH. Do you have any further statement, Mr. 
Stover? 

Mr. Srover. No, sir. 

Senator Yarsoroucu. The subcommittee will stand adjourned. 

Thank you very much for your concise statements. 

Mr. Srover. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

(Whereupon at 11:30 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject 
to call.) 

(The following were submitted for the record :) 


PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. RALPH J. RIVERS 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of being heard on the matter of 
S. 2201, a bill to amend section 601 of title 38, United States Code, with respect 
to the definition of the term ‘Veterans’ Administration facilities.” I would like 
to speak in support of this legislation, which is identical to a measure (H.R. 
7910) I have introduced in the House of Representatives. 

The purpose of this legislation is simple: It would alow the Veterans’ Admin- 
istrator to make contracts with private hospitals for the treatment of veterans 
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with non-service-connected disabilities, if said veterans reside in States not 
having Veterans’ Administration hospital facilities, or States not having such 
facilities within 500 miles of their borders. In practical effect, this bill would, 
if enacted, apply only to the States of Alaska and Hawaii. 

The need for this legislation was first brought to my attention only a few 
days after I was elected to represent the State of Alaska in the 86th Congress. 
The Manager of the Veterans’ Administration regional office at Juneau, Alaska, 
Mr. Ernest E. Lincoln, wrote me to the effect that he had been informed by the 
Chief Counsel of the Veterans’ Administration, Lester E. Pope, that since the 
wording of section 501(3) of Public Law 85-56 (38 U.S.C. 601(4)(¢)) limits 
the furnishing of hospitalization for veterans for non-service-connected condi- 
tions in private facilities to territories, Commonwealths, and possessions of the 
United States, the advent of Alaskan statehood meant that it would no longer 
be possible to furnish hospitalization in private facilities to Alaskan veterans 
having such non-service-connected conditions. Hence, it was necessary to intro- 
duce this legislation. 

Section 601(4)(c) of title 38, United States Code, is an exception to the gen- 
eral provision that hospital care for non-service-connected disorders can only 
be provided to the extent beds are available in VA or other Federal hospitals. 
This exception, according to the Veterans’ Administrator, in a report to this 
committee, is based upon “special considerations.” Said considerations include 
the factors of great distances from the mainland, difficulty in transferring 
patients to other States, and the relatively small volume of patient demands 
in the territories and possessions. Without commenting as to whether these 
“special considerations” ceused to exist with the advent of statehood for the 
new States concerned—neither of which have any VA hospital facilities—the 
Administrator points out in his report to this committee that “* * * arrange- 
ments have been made in both (States) to care for war veterans with non- 
service-connected disabilities in other Government hospitals. In Alaska we 
have beds allocated for VA beneficiaries in hospitals of the Department of De 
fense and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.’ He then con- 
cludes his report by urging that the new States should assume a substantial 
share of the responsibility for hospitalizing veterans for non-service-connected 
conditions because our situation is no different than that of the other 48 States. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that the Administrator is not correct in stating 
that the position of the new States of Alaska and Hawaii is similar to that of 
the other 48 States in our Union. As is stated in the body of S. 2201, Alaska 
aud Hawaii neither have any VA hospital facilities within their borders nor 
within 500 miles from their borders. This situation is not true of any other 
State within the Union. In fact, research by the office of the Governor of 
Alaska reveals that in areas comparable in size to Alaska, there are an average 
of 34.4 such facilities. In spite of the fact that the population of Alaska is 
small-in comparison to these other areas, it must be admitted that this statistic 
is impressive. I might point out also that air transportation, the fastest and 
most practical means of travel in Alaska, is available generally throughout 
Alaska only once in any 24-hour period. On the other hand, it takes a maximum 
of only 5 hours’ travel time from any point in any of the other States to a 
Veterans’ Administration facility. 

Since the situation in Alaska and Hawaii is not similar to any of the other 
48 States, it is next necessary to determine whether a substituted program has 
been provided by the Veterans’ Administration so that the veteran in Alaska 
night be afforded the same opportunities for treatment as are provided for his: 
brethren in the other States. The Administrator, as I have already pointed 
out, states that arrangements have been made to care for the veteran with a 
non-service-connected condition in hospitals of the Department of Defense and 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. Alaskan veterans have 
also been afforded the opportunity of securing treatment for their conditions on 
a space-available basis at Elmendorf Air Force Hospital, Anchorage; Ladd Field 
Hospital, Fairbanks: and Kodiak Naval Hospital. In a letter to me dated April 
18, 1960, the Administrator states that there are approximately 21 patients per 
day being maintajned by the VA in these service hospitals, and that 10 beds 
are available in facilities of the Alaska Native Service Hospital. With regard 
to the latter, the Administrator comments that only one-tenth the number of 
patients are using the native hospitals as used these facilities prior to statehood. 
From this he concludes that the arrangements provided by the VA are appar-~ 
ently adequate. 
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Again I must differ with the Administrator. In response to my request, the 
Manager of the VA’s regional office at Juneau, Mr. Ernest BE. Lincoln, sent meg 
letter under date of April 15, 1960, in which he says: 

“Bed allocations at Elmendorf and Ladd Air Force Hospitals are adequate ag 
they have been in the past. The additional allocation of beds at USPHS hog. 
pitals (Alaska Native Service) has not really solved any problem as evidenced 
by the fact that since the beginning of this new program only 484 bed-days have 
been used in USPHS hospitals as compared to 3,350 bed-days used in contract 
hospitals in a previous comparable period. Five hospitals are one- or two-doctor 
hospitals with limited facilities. Anchorage Hospital provides full service but 
is adjacent to Air Force Hospital, therefore of no advantage. Mount Edgecumbe 
Hospital has limited coverage in specialties most frequently used for veteran 
patients and transportation to this hospital involves several transfers by small 
aircraft and boat.” 

Inasmuch as it does not appear that the facilities provided by the Veterang’ 
Administration are adequate to afford Alaskan and Hawaiian veterans the same 
treatment offered veterans living in other States—to wit, treatment for their 
non-service-connected ailments on a space-available basis—another solution must 
be urged upon this committee, namely, treatment in private facilities. If § 
2201 were to be enacted, the Veterans’ Administrator would be authorized, for 
example, to contract with some 15 private hospitals in Alaska—distributed 
around the State—for the care of the veterans in question. These hospitals 
have facilities that have in past years fitted admirably into the service veterans’ 
medical care program. This is not special or preferential legislation for the 
States of Alaska and Hawaii. All it seeks to achieve is equality for the veteran 
of Alaska and Hawaii. This legislation is necessary for Alaska only because it 
does not have—and indeed is not at the present tim suited for—any Veterans’ 
Administration hospital facilities. Should the day arrive when this legislation 
would be no longer necessary, appropriate action could be taken to repeal the 
amendment sought by this bill. 

In conclusion, I would like to point out that this legislation is supported by 
the Governor of Alaska, Hon. William A. Egan, the State legislature, and all of 
the veterans’ groups in Alaska. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunity of presenting this statement, 


DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS, 
NATIONAL SERVICE HEADQUARTERS, 
Washington, D.C., April 29, 1960. 
Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH, 
Chairman, Veterans’ Affairs Subcommittee, Committee on Labor and 
Welfare, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

Dear SENATOR YARBOROUGH: This is in reference to the notice received th 
there will be an open hearing before your subcommittee on May 2, at which tiz 
testimony will be taken on S. 299, S. 2201, and S. 2235. 

S. 299 is a private bill and in accordance with our policy the DAV express 
no opinion relative thereto. 

S. 2201 would amend the definition of the term “Veterans’ Administrati 
facilities’ and is of particular interest to the new States of Alaska and Hawai 
The DAV does not have a national convention resolution on this subject b 
discerns merit in the bill and supports enactment. 

S. 2235 would provide benefits established by the Veterans’ Readjustme 
Assistance Act of 1952 to persons who graduated from Air Force Reserve Off 
cers’ Training Corps training in 1954 and served on active duty for training in 
the Air National Guard before February 1, 1955. This provision was in the bill 
H.R. 9700 at one time but was deleted in the events leading up to the final draft 
that became Public Law 85-857, an act to consolidate into one act all of the laws 
administered by the Veterans’ Administration. The Disabled American Veterans 
supports this proposal as reiterated in S. 2235. f 

This statement is submitted in lieu of a personal appearance with the request 
that it be included in the record. 

Sincerely, 
ExcmMer M. FREUDENBERGER, 
National Director of Legislation, 
Disabled American Veterans 








